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~ Ge Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 29, 1866. 
—_>— 

WE ARE INFORMED that a member of the legal profes- 
sion has set aside £25,000 for the benefit of the London 
hospitals. The name of this munificent donor is known 
to us, but, in accordance with his wish, it is not to ap- 
pear in print. The circumstances which led to this gift 
are said to be as follows:—‘ The gentleman in question 
is a member of the legal profession, and succeeded 
recently in recovering a sum of £150,000 for a pensioner 
ofthe metropolitan police. He made it a condition that, 
in the case of success, his client should set apart 
£25,000 for his poor relations, and that he should place 
in his hands £25,000 for distribution to hospitals. Both 
conditions, we understand, are being realised; and, re- 
membering how often fortunes. thus suddenly acquired 
have been squandered in such a manner as to prove a 
curse rather than a blessing, there is very great reason to 
admire the prudence and the nobility of the proviso.” 











THE RECENT DISTURBANCES in Jamaica have led 
the Admiralty to submit to its law officers instructions 


for the guidance of naval officers when it may be 
necessary to land parties in a British colony, and the 
revised instructions have been issued to officers in com- 


mand of stations. Coming rather late in the day it is 
yet satisfactory to be able to believe that the Govern- 
ment are alive to the necessity of guarding those in 
authority from the improper use of their powers under 
circumstances of sudden pressure or when, as in case of 
the proclamation of martial law, all responsibility is 
apparently in abeyance. No more difficult position can 
be the lot of any man than of him who is called with- 
out any previous warning or instruction to act respon- 
silly in the practice of a profession for which he is not 
duly qualified, and when the position is that of an 
officer in the army called upon to act the part of judge 
with the power of life and death, how terrible the risk 
is may well be understood and appreciated. If these 
instructions should be criticised as too general or too 
meagre, the Admiralty may be justified by the fact that 
itis hard to lay down rules for martial law which is 
in its nature paramount over all rules. We reprint these 
instructions for the benefit of our readers: — 

“If called upon to act for the suppression of riots 
when the ordinary law prevails, the party is to be 
employed only on the requisition of the civil authority, 
and not to act without the presence of that authority 
except for self-defence or the prevention of actual 
Violence to the persons or property of Her Majesty's 
subjects, The party is to fire only by order of the 
officer in command, and notice is invariably to be given 
that the fire will be effectual. The mob is never to be 
allowed to close within 50 yards of the party. Ifa charge 
is required, it is to be made only by half the party, the 
other half being moved up in reserve, If martial law is 
proclaimed, the commanding officer of the party is to 
follow the directions of the officer appointed to the 
military command of the disirict; in such case the 
arbitrary will of such officer supersedes the ordinary law 
forthe time being, in the same manner and degree as it 





would if the district placed under martial law were an 
enemy’scountry. Naval officers are,if possible, in such 
cases, to obtain from the officer in military command 
of the district written directions as to their conductin all 
matters of importance. They are, if employed in the 
summary trial of prisoners, to apply for the assistance, 
if possible, of a legal adviser ; they are to take minutes 
in writing of all the proceedings and evidence, and are 
not to carry any sentence into execution without being 
empowered to do so in writing by the officer in military . 
command of the district. Under no circumstances are 
houses or property to be destroyed, except under the 
exigencies of military operations or of self-defence, or 
under an order from the officer in military command of the 
district.” 


A PUBLIC DINNER is to be given to Sir John Rolt, the 
Attorney-General, member for West Gloucestershire, at 
the Shire Hall, Gloucester, on Friday, the 11th of Janu- 
ary. His Grace the Duke of Beaufort will preside, and 
a large number of the nobility, gentry, and clergy of the 
county have accepted invitations to be present, 


Lorp ROMILLY’s BUST, by Durham, to be placed in the 
new search-room of the Record Office, Fetter-lane, is 
completed. The likeness is said to be admirable. 


THE PRESENCE OF LADIES (?) in Couris of Justice, 
and more especially in the Divorce Court or in the 
Criminal Courts, is a subject which has frequently been - 
called to the attention of the public and the judges. 
Last week a correspondent of the Standard, discussing 
in an able manner the impropriety of conduct shown by 
those females who unblushingly exhibit themselves in 
open court whenever any case of a more offensive 
character is being heard, complains that they are not 
only a nuisance to persons whose business and duties 
require their attendance in the courts, but that their 
presence is often very embarrassing to counsel whose 
duties “ frequently lead them into details of an equivocal 
character or something worse.” There is no denying 
that cases—the details of which the newspaper re- 
porters describe as “unfit for publication”—are very 
commonly occurring, and especially must this be the 
fact in the Divorce Court, am yet it is found thata 
prurient curiosity attracts many females to attend there 
apparently for the sole purpose of listening to the dis- 
gusting disclosures there to be met with. Now it is 
quite true that all law courts in this country are open 
to the public, who are at liberty to attend them in the 
capacity of audience so long as any space is left them to 
occupy; but it is equally true that the judge has power 
to have his court cleared of all persons not concerned 
in the administration of justice, and that this power 
is practically limited only by his discretion. That 
it is but rarely exercised to the extent of turning out all 
females, when the details of a case are likely to prove 
offensive to polite-ears, is a circumstance to be regretted. 
We have no sympathy with, nor pity for, those females 
who bring themselves in particular, and their sex gene- 
rally, into disrepute by remaining when such cases are 
being heard, but we could wish, for the honor of human 
nature that our judges would exercise the undoubted power, 
they possess, and so for their own sakes and for the sake of 
those whom duty compels to remain, have their Courts 
cleared at such a time of all but those of the male sex. 
If the details of a case shortened and expuvgated as 
they would be in a newspaper report, are altogether 
withheld from the public because unfit for publication, 
how much more unfit must they be to be given orally 
before a mixed audience of both sexes, when commented 
on through all their filthy intricacies. No woman who 
possesses that proper self-respect so much esteemed in 
English ladies, would remain under such circumstances; 
and therefore the judges need have no conpunction in 
treating as they deserve those unwomanly women who 
do remain to the scandal of the public, and the annoy- 
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ance of the judge andthe bar. Why deal tenderly with 
those who so unsex themselves as to delight in dirt, and 
that in the form of evidence minutely describing what is 
never talked of between respectable people of opposite 
sexes ? They deserve but little consideration from others 
who do not cultivate self-respect. It has been seriously 
mooted that the proceedings of the Divorce Court should 
not take place in public, and a correspondent in Edinburgh 
, of the Pall Mall Gazette gives three reasons for adopting 
this view ; his reasons are—“(1) that ew concessis the 
details of most divorce cases are moral poison ; (2) that 
the necessity for publicity in such cases is a terrible 
burden upon the innocent and injured spouse and children; 
and (3) that a singleconsistorial judge is as well adapted 
as a jury to the trial of such cases. A system of trials 
before single judges, involving practically no publicity 
beyond the limits of the legal profession in actual 
attendance on the courts, is successfully worked in Scot- 
land. Divorces are cheap and numerous; but partly 
owing to the comparative privacy with which they are 
conducted, and partly no doubt to the forbearance of 
the local papers, there is no publication of reports of 
their proceedings. The evidence is laid before a single 
judge, assisted by a shorthand writer, and no one who 
has not witnessed the procedure can believe how little 
time is consumed even in defended cases, The use of 
shorthand in recording the evidence is an improvement 
which took place within the last five years. But the 
Divorce Court itself has been in existence and in active 
operation from the period of the Reformation. After the 
subversion of Papal authority in this end of the island a 
consistorial court was formed which exercised jurisdic- 
tion in cases of divorce upon much the same principles 
which are now part of the law of Scotland. About 
thirty-five years ago the privative jurisdiction in divorce 
and matrimonial causes was conferred upon the Court of 
Session. The Act which effects this transference permits 
divorce cases to be tried by jury, but there is no instance, 
I believe, of advantage being taken of this provision, and 
I have little doubt it would be regarded as a calamity in 
Scotland, were pursuers of an action of divorce forced to 
undergo the expense and publicity of a jury trial.” 

“That the present mode of procedure in the Scotch 
Divorce Court is good, and is approved by public opinion, 
Iam certain. I confess myself unable to see why the 
same plan should not be adopted for the new Court of 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes in the South.” 

A system which has been in operation even since the 
period of the Reformation, ought doubtless to be good, 
but we confess we are not of the number of those who 
think a thing good for the simple reason that it is vener- 
able by age alone. With all its shortcomings and in- 
conveniences, publicity in the procedure of law courts is 
a great safeguard, not only because it is an assurance to 
the officers of justice that their acts will not be mis- 
understood, but to the censorious portion of the public 
that justice is administered impartially. By all means 
let the prurient curiosity of mere idlers be checked, and 
if this can only be done by clearing out from the court 
all women, there is every reason why a judge should 
stretch his power to the utmost, if he can thereby prevent, 
or even partially prevent, so great a scandal. 


ON THE 24TH INSTANT, on the closing of the common 
law offices, business was suspended until the end of the 
week. Mr. Justice Mellor and Mr. Baron Martin attended 
at the judges’ chambers, and disposed of a number of 
summonses. The chambers will be re-opened on Satur- 
day (this day), but there will be no judge in attendance 
until the 2nd proximo. 


Os SATURDAY LAST a rumour, which we are happy to 
find was incorrect, was put into circulation by the Dublin 
Evening Mail, to the effect that Lord St. Leonards had 
died on the previous day. Our readers will be gratified to 
hear that his Lordship is enjoying his usual good health at 
his seat at Thames Ditton. The rumour was telegraphed 





eae 
in a circumstantial form to the Standard, and copied into 
some others of the London papers. The Mail gives thi. 
explanation of the false report:—‘ The manner in which 
we were led into a participation in circulating the state. 
ment will be understood on a perusal of the follo 
letter which we have received from a member of his 
Lordship’s family:—‘ Stapeley House, Nantwich, Deg, 
22, 1866.—I led you into a mistake that I fell into abou; 
Lord St. Leonards’ death. On arriving here just now, | 
found that it was his eldest son, Henry Sugden, who was 
dead. The telegram misled both my wife and myself, a 
it was from Miss Sugden (no direction):—‘‘ Papa died to. 
night.” We never thought of but one Miss Sugden,’ ” 


THE JUDGMENT in the case of March v. March ang 
Palumbo will form a precedent for the practice of the 
Divorce Court in cases where the Court is called upon 
to adjust the settlements made on a marriage so as to 
suit them to the events which have happened. - The 
facts of this case may be shortly stated as follows:— 

A divorce was obtained by a gentleman in the cours 
of last July, under circumstances of great provocation on 
the part of the wife, which, however, we need not now 
recal. They had but one child, a boy, who was, by the 
judge’e order, to be placed in the custody of the father, 
Until very recently, however, the wife has refused to give 
up the child, though, since the divorce, she has been 
married to her lover, an Italian in Italy. The husband 
is comparatively a poor man, and the wife had a hand. 
some dowry, and further benefitted largely by the pro 
visions of her mother’s will; the husband’s own income 
being £260 a-year, and the produce ot the settlement 
and testamentary funds amounting to more than 
£1,400 a-year. In deciding what was to be done the 
judge said that he must consider what were the sources 
from which this joint income was originally derived, and 
accordingly he has assigned £200 a-year for the education 
of the child and £440 a-year to the injured father. 

The powers of the Court have frequently been ex- 
ercised in making provision for an injured wife out of 
the means of the husband, but it was argued in this case 
that to make provision for the husband out of the means 
of the wife was a novelty. The learned judge in his 
judgment laiddown very distinctly the principles on which 
the Court will act in carrying out the 5th section of the 
Divorce Amendment Act, 22 & 23 Vict. c.61. He said “the 
intention of the Legislature cannot be doubted. The 
language of the 45th section of the original Divorce Act, 
20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, plainly shows this; for by that see 
tion it was expressly provided that if an adulterous wife 
was ‘entitled to any property in possession or reversion, 
the Court should have power to order a settlement to be 
made of a reasonable part of it, for the benefit of the 
innocent party and the children of the marriage. The 
clause of the Amendment Act, under which the Court is 
now asked to act, was only a further extension of the 
same principle. Now, in applying this section to the 
circumstances of any particular case, the first considera- 
tion will be this—What is the nature and extent of the 
pecuniary change operated by the wife’s criminality? 
The Court will look at the probable pecuniary position 
which the parties and their children would have occupied 
if the marriage which the settlement contemplates had 
continued a binding union, and the parties had lived in 
harmony together upon their joint incomes. If this 
union has been broken, and the common home abal- 
doned by the criminality of one without fault in the 
other, it seems just that the innocent party should not, 
in addition to the grievous wrong done by the breach of 
the marriage vow, be wholly deprived of the means 0 
the scale of which he may have learnt to accommodate 
his mode of life; nor, viewing the matter on the other 
side, does it seem either just or equitable that funds 
which were intended at the time of the marriage for the 
use of both should be borne off by the guilty party, and pet 


haps transferred to the hands of the adulterer, as the 
dowry of a second marriage. The interests, of society 
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point in the same direction. It would be of evil example 
if this Court were to decide that the entire fortune of a 
wealthy married woman was to be reckoned as part of 
the prospects of an adulterer, or the resources of a 
geoond home for a guilty woman. Regarding, then, the 
matter in this light, and with the view of restoring in a 
reasonable degree the pecuniary status of the parties be- 
fore its abrupt termination in the respondent’s adul- 
tery, the Court proceeds to such details as are neces- 
»”» 
The division made, of the funds now in ques- 
tion, adds the judge, “is not an exact division of the 
int incomes, nor is it so designed. The relative 
amounts contributed by each party, the conduct of 
each, the total amount of their joint income, the rela- 
tion it bears to the requirements of the parties, and their 
respective prospects of increased income, are all elements 
to be considered. But these elements are not capable 
of exact expression in figures, and the result must be a 
general one, and vary with the details of each case.” 

The exercise of the new power of the Divorce Court to 
deal with the marriage settlements of the parties has led 
to the enunciation of the different views held as to 
policy which has produced the amendment in the law, 
and as to its probable effect. The most prevalent opinion 
isthat the temptation of a large income ought not to be 
held out to an unprincipled man disposed to seduce his 
neighbour’s wife, and that such a man will in future 
know that he is likely to be deprived of a considerable 
portion of the wealth which constitutes, perhaps, her 
chief attraction in his eyes. Of the policy of the law in 
dealing with the property which originally belonged to 
one party so as to hand it over for the benefit of the 
other, we will not for the present speak, that is far too 
large and intricate a subject to be lightly touched in this 
short notice, but of its probable effect there can be no 
doubt. It is well for the efficiency of the law that its 
infringement should be made, not only unpleasant, but 
unprofitable, and if the power we have referred to shall 
in this way tend to uphold the dignity of the law, how 
much the more will society be benefited by the consequent 
diminution in the number of disgraceful scandals. 
Whether the benefit will be always attended with 
equitable results to both parties is a question we shall 
not.at present discuss. 





On MonDAyY NEXT, the 31st inst., a provision in the 
new Act to amend the law relating to securities issued 
by railway companies (29 & 30 Vict. c. 108) will take 
effect. Loan capital accounts are to be made up half- 
yearly within fourteen days, and the first half-year to 
be the 31st inst., but the Board of Trade may appoint 
other days for the half-years other than the 30th of June 
and the 3lst of December. The loan capital account is 
to he opened without payment of fees to shareholders, 
&e., and within twenty-one days a copy is to be de- 
posited with the registrar of joint-stock companies. 
Railway companies are prohibited from borrowing 
money until they have filed the accounts required. On 
or before the 15th proximo every railway company 
must have a registered officer, whose name is to be 
entered at the office of the joint-stock companies. 


THE CORONER FOR NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, Mr, C. Swann, 
before whom the protracted and anfinished inquest on 
the supposed murder of Mr. Raynor, at Carlton, has been 
holden, died suddenly on Monday night last, in the 
seventy-fourth year of his age. 





THE Jurist, which has just completed its thirtieth 
volume, will be discontinued after next week. 





WE OBSERVE, by the university intelligence, that at a 
meeting of the master and fellows of Trinity Hall, Cam- 
bridge, held on the 24th inst., Mr. Charles Wager Ryalls, 
LL.B,, of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, and of the Middle 
Temple, special pleader, was elected a law student of the 


above college. Mr. Ryalls graduated at Cambridge, as 
senior of the Law Tripos, in the year 1863, and was a 
candidate for the professorship of jurisprudence at Uni- 
versity College, London, in January last, when Professor 
Roby was elected by the council of that body. 





MEYERSTEIN v. BARBER. 

This case, recently decided in the Court of Common 
Pleas, and published in the last number of the Weekly 
Reporter (15 W. R. 173), is one of interest and import- 
ance as regards Bills of Lading ; and asit has we believe 
given rise to some misapprehension in the mercantile 
world, we think it right to draw our readers’ attention 
to what is really involved in the decision. 
A bill of lading may be described as an instrument 
signed by the master of the ship in which the goods are 
loaded on behalf of the shipowner, and it contains an 
acknowledgment of the receipt of the goods, and a con- 
tract to deliver them on payment of freight, at the port 
of destination, the goods being generally made deliverable 
to the consignor or his assigns. If the goods are resold 
whilst at sea, it is obviously almost impossible for the 
purchaser to take possession of what he has bought, either 
actually or constructively ; and therefore it has been the 
custom of merchants from very early times to attach, as 
a matter of convenience in business, peculiar power to 
the indorsement and delivery of the bill of lading itself, 

so that the transfer of it came to be recognised by law as 
equivalent to an actual delivery of possession of the goods 
to which itrelated. A bill of lading, however, was not 
yet strictly negotiable, for though the indorsement trans- 
ferred the property in the goods, it was held that it did 
not pass the contract. This defect in its operation was 

remedied by 18 & 19 Vict. c. 111, which enacts that the 
consignee or indorsee to whom the property passes by 

such consignment or indorsement shall have the same 
rights of suit, and be subject to the same liabilities, in 
respect of the goods, as if the contract contained in the 
bill of lading had been made with himself. Such isa 

brief history of Bills of Lading, and a summary of their 
properties ; but cessante ratione cessat ipsa lex, and when 
the physical difficulty of transferring possession of the 
goodsis at an end, the peculiar powers of the billof lading 
are atan end also, and it becomes no morethan a delivery 
order, or a pieceof waste paper. The question raised in 

Meyerstein v. Barber was, at what precise point this 
change takes place. The transactions between the 
parties had been of a complicated nature, but so far as 
our present purpose is concerned the facts may be stated 
very simply. The shipper, who had consigned goods 
from Madras to London, drew against them on the con- 
signee, and then discounted the bills with a banking com- 
pany, annexing as security the Bill of Lading, which he 
had drawn in three parts, one being accomplished the 
rest to be void, the goods being made deliverable to him- 
self or assigns, and each part being indorsed in blank. 
After the arrival of the goods in London they were 
warehoused by order of the consignee at a sufferance 
wharf, and as he failed to pay freight the master put a 
stop on them under the Merchant Shipping Act of 1862. 
While the goods still remained in this position, the con- 
signee paid off the bills of exchange in the hands of the 
Banking Company, and obtained from them the bill of 
lading, two parts of wnich he gave to the plaintiff as 
security for an advance to the full value of the goods. 
A few days afterwards he got an advance to nearly the 
same amount on the same goods from the defendant, and 
gave him as security the 3rd part of the bill of lading. 
The defendant then, hearing that the stop for freight 
had been taken off, took his part of the bill of lading to 
the wharf, had the goods transferred into his name, and 
got delivery orders. The question was which of the two, 
the plaintiff or the defendant, was to suffer by the con- 
signeee’s fraud. For the defendant it was said that, the 
goods having been landed, the bill of lading lost its 





power before the plaintiff made his advance, and that its 
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transfer could no longer carry the possession of the goods, 
but only a right to delivery ; that guoad hoc neither the 
plaintiff nor the defendant had a valid pledge to which 
possession by the pledgee was essential ; but that the 
defendant, by having the goods transferred into his 
name, and by getting delivery orders, had obtained actual 
possession of the goods themselves, and so had perfected 
his invalid pledge, and completed his title. The Court 
however held that there had been a valid pledge to the 
plaintiff, because, at the time when the two parts of the 
Bill of Lading were transferred to him, complete delivery 
had not been made to any person claiming under it, and 
it was therefore an operative instrument, with the 
speific qualities of a bill of lading, as much asif the 
goods had been at sea, so that its transfer passed the 
possession of the goods. The fact of the bill of lading 
being in three parts had nothing to do with the decision, 
though it is obvious that, if the plaintiff had obtained all 
three of them, the question never would have arisen ; it 
seems however that he imagined the third part was 
retained by the master to cover the freight. In the par- 
ticular case the reason why the goods had not been 
delivered under the Bill of Lading was because a stop had 
been puton for freight ; but the Chief Justice intimated 
that the law applicable to the case would have been the 
same if there had been no such stop. 

The result of the case therefore is this—a bill of lading 
does not become extinct on the landing of the goods, but 
remains in full force till they are completely delivered to 
some one claiming under it ; and so long as this has not 
been done, from whatever cause, the transfer of the 
symbol of the goods willcarry thepossession of them. As 
bills of lading are so frequently used to obtain advances 
upon, it is strange that the point should never have 
arisen for judicial decision before ; the operation of these 
instruments has no doubt been extended beyond the limits 
usually assigned to it by merchants ; and for the future 
it will be possible for goods to remain for along time 
after they have been landed in the same position as if 
they were still afloat. We do not propose here to discuss 
the merits of the decision, but we may add that we do 
not expect, nor should we wish, to see a reversal of the 
last judgment delivered in the Court of Common Pleas 
by its late illustrious chief, fortified as it was by the 
elaborate opinion of so sound a commercial lawyer as Mr. 
Justice Willes. 


RAILWAY INSOLVENCY.—IV. 

According to the plan laid down in a former article, 
we propose now to consider the rights of judgment- 
cteditors of a railway company, and to include in that 
term all who, whether possessing any special lien or 
security or not, have sued the company and obtained 
judgment against them. 

There may possibly be a question whether a debenture- 
holder can, by obtaining judgment, place himself ina 
better position than the holders of like debentures, 
seeing that adebenture does not, like a mortgage of 
land, rank according to its date, but is merely one of a 
class of instruments all conferring the same rights. 

A dictum of the Master of the Rolls in thecase of De Win- 
tony. The Mayor, §¢.,0f Brecon, 26 Beav. 531,8 W.R. 384, 
suggests the theory that a debenture-holder cannot in 
any manner improve his position as against others of 
the class to which he belongs; but the advantage there 
attempted to be gained was an additional mortgage, 
itself of doubtful validity, and the case therefore is no 
authority for saying that a debenture-holder may not 
reap the fruits of his vigilance in obtaining judgment 
against the company, as well as any other creditor, 
because, in so doing, he is acting contrary to the interests 
of the class to which, gud-debenture-holder, he belongs. 
There is nothing in the Companies Clauses Act to support 
the theory above suggested, and, inasmuch as we are 
dealing with the general Act only, and not with the 
special Acts of any particular company, there is no 





Acts would limit the ordinary remedies otherwise open 
todebenture-holders. We therefore revert to the origina] 
statement that all creditors who have obtained judgment 
against a railway company occupy precisely the samg 
position, whatever may have been the nature or character 
of the debt—for we are dealing only with debts—oy 
which the judgment was founded, 

What then are the remedies of a judgment-creditor 
as against a railway company unable to pay its debts? 
For all practical purposes he must proceed against a 
railway company just as he would against an individual; 
that is to say, he must sue out a writ either of fieri facias 
or of elegit. Let us first take the case of a writ of fi, fa, 
and consider what advantages it has for the judgment. 
creditor, how those advantages conflict, if at all, with 
the rights of the debenture-holders, and how they affect 
the interests of the public. 

It may, we conceive, be safely assumed that an execn- 
tion-creditor can seize and sell, under a writ of ji. fa,, 
just so much and no more of the property of a railway 
company as could be seized and sold under a like writ 
against an individual. Setting aside all other effects, 
which need not be here considered, let us suppose the 
execution-creditor to seize the station-furniture and 
rolling-stock. There could be no difficulty in finding a 
market for such things as these, and to the execution. 
creditor, therefore, a sale of this kind would be most ad- 
vantageous. The debenture-holders would be indirectly 
injured by the interruption of traffic which would be 
inevitably occasioned, but it is perfectly clear that the 
furniture and rolling-stock are not included in their 
securities, and consequently they can have no right to 
interfere with a sale of them, or even to object that it is 
improper. The public, however, would suffer without 
any corresponding advantage beyond that supposed to be 
gained by the maintenance of the law, including the 
obligation on everyone to pay his debts; and although it 
is necessary to be careful in urging arguments founded 
on the not always intelligible ground of public policy, 
it must not be forgotten that, under our present railway 
system,—and we are dealing with it now as it exists— 
railways, though constructed, maintained, and managed 
by private enterprise, are still constructed, maintained, 
and managed for the public benefit, and are authorised 
solely because they have been proved to be capable of 
producing that result. We shall revert to this subject 
in considering the question, What legislative remedies 
are to be applied to railway insolvency? In the mean- 
time our readers will doubtless remember that a bill to 
protect railway companies’ rolling-stock against execu- 
tion-creditors has, if not actually brought in, been at 
least debated in Parliament, and the subject is likely 
to be again mooted in the ensuing session. It may not 
be out of place here to observe that many railway 
companies now purchase their rolling-stock under agree- 
ments with waggon companies, who accept the purchase- 
money by instalments, and until those instalments are 
fully paid, remain the owners, and keep their names on 
the trucks, kc, The advantage of this is, that until all 
the instalments are paid—which, in the ordinary course, 
could scarcely happen until the railway company is 
fairly established beyond the chances of insolvency—the 
property cannot be seized by an execution-creditor; while, 
subject to the payment of the instalments, it is available 
for public traffic. 

Subject to legislative interference, or to some agree- 
ment such as that referred to as made by the waggon 
companies, the only method of protecting the furniture 
and rolling-stock would be to purchase it in the names 
of, or transfer it to, two or more persons armed with 
power to allow the user thereof by the company at a 
rent, If the rolling-stock were purchased with the 
company’s moneys, the rent would, unless attached by a 
creditor, belong to the company itself; and whether 
purchased with the moneys of the railway company or 





occasion to pause to inquire what words in particular 


of a stranger, say of another company established for the 
purpose, the rolling-stock, &¢., would be safe, and the 
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traffic would not be liable to interruption even in the 
case of insolvency. 

To return to the judgment-creditors. Ifthe remedy by 
writ of fi. fa. is unsuccessful, the judgment creditor can still 
issue a writ of elegit, and it becomes important to consider 
what are his powers and rights thereunder. We may 
safely for the present purpose treat all judgments 
against railway companies as entered up after the 29th 
July, 1864, and therefore as governed by the Judgment 
Law Amendment Act of that year, 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112. 
The importance of that Act can scarcely be overrated. 
It introduces an entirely new feature into the law, 
respecting judgment as a charge on real estate, and 
appears to be the prelude to their total abolition in that 
character. The Act provides that no judgment shall 
affect any land until it shall have been actually deliverd 
in execution by virtue of a writ of elegit or other lawful 
authority, and having thus restricted the creditors right 
against his debtor’s lands, proceeds to give a summary 
remedy by means of a sale by the Court of Chancery. 
It directs, however, that all necessary and proper inquiries 
shall be made, and that the practice of the Court with 
respect to sales of real estates of deceased persons for the 
payments of debts shall be followed, so faras the same 
be found conveniently applicable. The application of 
the practice of the Court of Chancery to proceedings 
under this Act must be assumed to be the same whether 
the debtor is an individual, or a railway company, but 
the material difference between the two cases, is that 
the greater part of a railway company’s land is actually 
required for public traffic, and that consequently the 
interests of the public as well as that of the mortgagees 
of the debtor has to be kept in sight. Treated asa point 
of practice it is of no moment to us whetherthe Court of 
Chancery will, on applications under the Act referred to, 
direct a sale of the lands seized at once, or in the 
first instance direct inquiries only as to the debtors 
interest therein,.and the incumbrances thereon, and 


wait until those inquiries are answered before allowing 


the property to be offered for sale. The latter course 
would appear to be the most convenient, and according 
to the late case of the Bishops Waltham Railway Com- 
pany before the Lords Justices 15 W. R. 96, the one 
more likely to be adopted. Buta question more impor- 
tant than one of practice only is involved in the case 
just mentioned, and those before the Vice-Chancellor’s 
with which it is in conflict. Passing by the cases of 
Ex parte Clark, 6 N. R.335,and Re The Ventnor Harbour 
Company, the orders in which were evidently made 
by consent, we would refer more particularly to the 
ease of the Hull and Hornsea Railway Company, 
L. R. 2 Eq. 262, 14 W. R. 758, which appears to 
have induced the Master of the Rolls to make the order, 
reversed by the Lords Justices in the Bishops Waltham 
case. The question whether the judgment creditor was 
entitled to a sale of the lands permanently required by 
the railway company, as well as those treated by them as 
superfluous, was directly raised before the Vice-Chancellor 
Wood in that case,and in directing inquiries and a sale, 
he made no distinction between the two classes of lands. 
The Lords Justices, in the case before them, by no means 
decided that any particular lands could not be sold, but 
only that the saleable interest of the company ought first 
to be ascertained, and the question therefore still 
temains open so far as those cases are concerned, what 
lands can be sold, Unless the debenture-holders can 
maintain their claim to have a charge on the superfluous 
land, in which case they can only be sold subject to such 
charge, there appears to be no reason why the super- 
fluous lands should not be sold at the suit of a judgment- 
creditor, or why the proceeds of such sale should not be 
applied in satisfaction of his debt. The right claimed by 
the debenture-holder has recently been the subject of 
argument before the Lords Justices, and as the case 
how stands for judgment, it would be improper for us to 
suggest the probable result, 

We may, however, deal more freely with the claim of 





the judgment-creditor to sell those lands actually required 
for the permanent way; and, as to this, we venture to 
say that, whether the power of sale extends to them or 
not, they cannot possibly be sold in such manner as to 
interfere with the public rights, and that the judgment- 
creditor therefore has no means of detaching any par- 
ticular lands from a line of railway, and that he cannot 
sell the entire line is even still more clear. The general and 
special Acts of every railway company impose powers 
and duties which cannot be exercised or performed by 
unauthorised persons, and practically a writ of elegit 
is nothing better than a brutum falmin as against the 
lands of a railway company in permanent use. It is 
immaterial to consider whether the judgmentecreditors’ 
rights as regards such lands conflict with those of the 
debenture-holders, because, if the view above stated be 
correct, the debenture-holders are, in this respect, safe 
from attack. 

It would appear, however, from the case of Legg v. 
Mathieson, which we cited in a former article, that the 
execution-creditor would be restrained at their instance 
from interfering with such lands. 

We have said enough to indicate the questions which 
have arisen or are likely to arise between the different 
classes of claimants against an insolvent railway com- 
pany. In our next article we shall proceed to consider 
how their claims should be dealt with by future legis- 
lation. 





ATTORNEY AND CLIENT.* 

SECTION 1. The subject stated. 

It is proposed in this paper to consider, in a practical 
manner, the question, How far attorneys-at-law may, by 
an unauthorized appearance, bind or conclude those for 
whom they assume to act ? 

The importance of the subject, as well as the unsettled 
state of the authorities, has induced us to examine it 
with care. The result of the examination will be briefly 
embodied in this article. 

That the existing state of the law may be understood, 
it is necessary to trace with some minuteness the history 
of the leading adjudications respecting the power and 
authority of attorneys-at-law. 

SECTION 2. Requirements of ancient common law: Attor- 
neys, how appointed, orally and by warrant: Civil law 
rule: verbal retainer sufficient, but written authority 
preferable for prudential reasons. 

The ancient common law required the parties to be 
present in court and prosecute or defend in person. It 
required a patent or special authority from the Crown, 
a dedimus potestatum de attornato faciendo, to enable 
parties to appear by attorney. Subsequently, by various 
statutes, the right to appear by attorney was recognised. 
But a party might still sue or defend in person—the right 
to appear by attorney being a mere privilege for the 
benefit and convenience of suitors. (See on this subject, 
8 Bl. Com. 25; Fitz. N. B. 25, 96; Gilbert C. P.c. 8; 
Thompson v. Blackburn, 1 N. & M. 271, 1 Keble 89, 2 Id. 
199, Glanville Lib. XI. o. 1, Com. Dig. Attorney[(B), 7; 
Anonymous, 1 Salk. 86, Id. 88; 8. c. 6 Mod. 16, Oro. Jac. 
695, 1 Str. 693; McCullough v. Gueffner, 1 Binn. 214, 
1d.469; Holbert v. Montgomery, 5 Dana, 11; Cox v. Nichols, 
2 Yeates, 456; Comphor v. Anawalt, 2 Watts, 490, 493; 
Campbell v. Kent, 3 Penna. (Pen. & W.) 72; Denton v. 
Noyes, 6 Johns. Rep. 296; Allen v. Green, 1 Bailey (Law) 
s. ©. 448; Henck v. Todhunter, 7 Harr. & Johns. (Md.) 
275. 

ms the earlier periods of the common law, as the above 
authorities show, attorneys were appointed orally in court. 
Afterwards they were allowed to be appointed by warrant, 
out of court, And the practice of the court originally 
was to require the warrant to be filed; but the want of 
it, in the record, was cured by statute, and could not 
be assigned for error. The strictness of the ancient law 
corresponds to the provisions of the civil law. 


*From the American Law Register. 
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By the Roman law, and the practice under it in modern 
Europe, a party to a suit may appear in person, or by at- 
torney (procurator). But, unlike the common law, there 
is no presumption that the procurator has authority to 
represent his client. And it is the universal practice, as 
the writer is informed by a learned civilian, for the pro- 
curator to file his written warrant of attorney, as the 
first step, before argument, or other proceedings by him 
in court. This is required by the Court. While this 
would in many cases be inconvenient, there is much to 
recommend it, and this course is strongly urged by Lord 
Tenterden (Owen v. Ord, 3 Car. & P. 349). He says: 
“The attorney ought to do this (i.e., procure formal autho- 
rity) as well for his own sake as for the sake of his client. 
It is much better for him, because he gets rid of all diffi- 
culty about proving his retainer; and it would also be 
better for some clients, as it would put them on their 
guard and prevent them from being drawn into law suits 
without their own express direction;” and what is 
equally desirable, it may be added, it would protect par- 
ties against being represented by unauthorised attorneys. 

But it is now settled that an attorney may be retained 
or appointed verbally, and his appearance is considered 
as prima facie evidence of his authority: Osborn v. The 
Bank, 9 Wheat.738; Henck v. Tudhunter,7 Harr. & Johns. 
275 (1826); Allen v. Green, 1 Bailey (Law) 448 (1830); 
Arnold v. The Mayor, §c., 5 Scott N. 8. 741. 


SECTION 3. Attorney cannot, without special authority, 
admit service of jurisdictional process: but his appear- 
ance is presumed to be authorised. 


Although an attorney cannot, without special authority, 
admit service of jurisdictional process upon his client, yet 
it will be presumed in all collateral proceedings, and per- 
haps on appeal or in error, that a regular attorney-at-law, 
who has appeared for a defendant, though not served, 
had authority to do so. 
Shelton v. Tiffin (bill for relief), 6 How. (U. S.) Rep. 163, 
per McLean, J.; Prince v. Griffin (eject.), 16 Iowa, 552; 
Lagow v. Patterson (on ap.), 1 Blackf. (Ind.) 327; Hill v. 
Ross (on ap.), 3 Dall. 331; Homer v. Doe (eject.), 1 Ind. 
130; Masterton v.Le Claire, 4 Minn. 163; Hare & Wallace’s 
Notes to Mills v. Duryee, 2 Am. Lead. Cas., and autho- 
rities there collected). 


Section 4, Results of the doctrine of the attorney’s pre- 
sumptive authority. In actions upon foreign judgements, 
attorney’s want of authority may be shown—queere as to 
domestic judgments? Relief grantable, however, when 
the unauthorised judgment is directly and not colla- 
terally attacked. 


It results from this doctrine that in order to enable a 
party who has been represented by an unauthorised 
attorney to be relieved, he must negative the presump- 
tion of authority in the attorney. This he cannot 
ordinarily do on appeal or by writ of error. He must 
apply for relief either by motion or bill in equity. 

And here we may notice certain distinctions taken by 
some of the cases involving, at least, an apparent conflict 


of doctrine and want of consistency in the application of , 


principles. 


Thus it is heldin a suit upon a domestic judgment | 
rendered against a party in consequence of an unauthorised | 


appearance of an attorney, he cannot plead in defence 
his ignorance of the suit and the attorney’s want of 
authority to appear for him : St. Albans v. Bush (action on 
judgment), 4 Vt. 58(1832); compare with Campbell v. 
Bristol, 19 Wend. 101, where relief in just such a case 
was granted on motion ; Pillsbury v. Dugan (ejectment) 
9 Ohio 117 (1839) ; Holbert v. Montgomery (where the 
reasons based upon public policy for this view are very 
forcibly stated), 5 Dana (Ky.) 11 (1837) ; Field v. Gibbs, 
3 Peters C. C.R. 155, 2 Am. Lead. Cases (4th ed.) 803, 
and cases there cited. 

While in a suit upon a foreign judgment the contrary is 
settled, and the judgment-debtor may successfully defend 
by showing that he was not served and that the attorney 


(See authorities supra; also | 


who eniered an appearance from him had no authority 
todo so. This last proposition is now put at rest ang 
settled both in the Federal and State Courts : D'Arcy y, 
Ketchum, 11 How. (U. S.) 165 (1850); Harris y, 
Hardeman, 14 Id. 334 (1852); Hindman v. Mackall, § 
G. Greene (Iowa) 170 ; Latterett v. Cook, 1 Towa 1; 
Thomas v. Emmert, 15 Ill. 415 (1854), and prior Ilinoig 
cases there cited ; Miller v. Gaskins, 2 Rob. (La,) 94 
(1842) ; Gleason v. Dodd, 4 Met. (Mass.) 333, and prior 
cases in that state there cited; Id. 343; Aldrich y, 
Kinney, 4 Conn. 380 ; Starbuck v. Murray, 5 Wend, 148, 
161 (1830) ; Wilsonv. The Bank, 6 Leigh (Va) 570; 
Norwood v. Cobb, 24 Texas 551; Rape v. Heaton, 9 Wis, 
828 ; Price v. Ward, 1 Dutch. (N. J.) 225 ; Hess v. Cole, 3 
Zabr. 116. 

It may be doubted whether the above distinction 
between foreign or domestic judgments is fully settled 
and if so, whether it rests on sound principle. Is not the 
gravamen the same in the one case as in the other, and 
does it not consist in undertaking to bind one man by the 


And it may well be inquired if the defendant can make this 
defence in the one case, why he should not in the other? 

The only reason that occurs to us is, that in the case of 
the foreign judgment it is impossible, or at least unrea- 
sonable, to require the defendant to go into the courts of 
the state which rendered it, and attack it directly by bill 
or motion ; hence it is permitted him to avail himself of 
this fact, defensively and collaterally. 

Whereas, in the case of a domestic judgment it may he 
deemed better to compel or force the party to assail it 
directly, thus giving the court an equitable control over 
the proceedings), by prohibiting him from resorting to the 
want of authority collaterally, as a defence to a direct 
action on the judgment. If the distinction is maintain- 
| able, it must be upon some such ground. Certain it is 
(as the cases below cited establish), that courts are in the 
constant practice of relieving parties upon equitable 
terms, sometimes by motion and sometimes in equity, 
from judgments rendered against them in consequence 
of the totally unauthorised acts of a pragmatical 
attorney. See, without quoting, Critchfield v. Porter 
(discarding early English rule, 1 Salk. 86; approving 
Robson v. Eaton, infra, and granting relief upon motion 
and not by bill), 3 Ohio Rep. 518 (1828); Shelton v. 
Tiffin (strong case; referred to infra, bill held the proper 
, remedy), 6 How. (U.S.) Rep. 163 (1845); Campbell v. 
Bristol (on motion), 19 Wend. 101 (1838); De Louis v.. 
Meek (by bill), 2 G. Greene, 55 (1849); Powell v.. 
Spaulding, 3 Id. 443; Harshey v. Blackman, 19 lows 
(1866); Ridge v. Alter (relief by action, the right to: 
which held not dependent upon actual fraud, or attorney’s: 
responsibility), 14 La. An. 866 (1859); s. P., Marvel v. 
| Manourrier, Id. 8 (distinguished from Walworth v. 
| Henderson, 9 Id. 339); ruett v. Wainwright, 4 Gillrn. 
| (IIL) 420; McKelway ads. Jones, 2 Harr. (N. J.) 3455 
| Price v. Ward, 1 Dutch. (N. J.) 225 (commenting om 
| prior cases in that state). 


Section 5. Early English rule bound the party for whom 
| anunauthorised attorney appeared, and compelled him to 
take an action against the attorney. Modification of 
that rule. Cases in Salheld stated and criticised. 


It is essential to a thorough apprehension of the sub 
ject. proposed to be further discussed, to view it in the 
light of adjudged cases, commencing with the earlier 
ones in England. It is laid down as law in a case im 
Salkeld, that “ where an attorney takes upon himself to 
appear, the Court looks no further, but proceeds as if the 
attorney had sufficient authority, and leaves the party to 
his action against him: ” 1 Salk. 86. 

This rule (taking the above loose report to mean what 
the case is generally cited to prove) has, it is submitted, 
no good foundation upon which to stand. It obliges # 
person to be bound by the unauthorised act. of a mere’ 
stranger. It binds him by the judgment. of a court 
without aday in court. It relieves the plaintiff of a 








unauthorised act of another, whom he never employed? — 
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duty which in reason belongs to him, viz., to serve 
his process, and to see at his peril that his adversary 
js in court. As a consequence of its unsoundness, 
it compels the wrong party to look to the attorney 
for indemnity. That the rule, as thus stated (1 
Salk. 86, supra), should, without modification, per- 
manently stand as the law of enlightened tribunals 
would be impossible. It has accordingly been much 
modified, exception after exception having been engrafted 
upon it. The English courts, however, with their con- 
gervative tendencies and tenacious adherence to pre- 
cedent, instead of overturning it at once, have gradually 
undermined it, leaving it standing, perhaps, but totter- 
ing and ready to fall. The rule as laid down in 1 Salk. 
86 was essentially qualified in the K. B., as will appear 
by an anonymous case also reported by Salkeld, p. 88, 
decided in the 2nd of Anne in the time of Lord Holt. 
As the case is brief and is the basis of subsequent de- 
cisions, we give the entire report as found in Salkeld. 
It is as follows:—* An attorney appeared, and judgment 
was entered against his client, and he had no warrant 
of attorney; and the question was, if the Court could 
set aside the judgment? Zt per Cur. If the attorney 
beable and responsible, we will not set aside the judg- 
ment. The reason is, because the judgment is 
regular (quere?) and the plaintiff ought not to 
suffer, for there is no fault in him [but was 
not. the defendant equally faultless ?]; but if the 
attorney be not responsible or. suspicious, we will 
set aside the judgment; for otherwise the defendant has 
no remedy, and anyone may be undone by that means: ” 
1 Salk. 86. And see 8.c. 6 Mod. 16, where the language 
used is, that “Ifthe attorney be a beggar or in a sus- 
picious condition, the Court will set aside the judgment.” 
The report is not very clear, and it is not impossible 
that the real objection was the want of a formal warrant 
of attorney, and not the want of authority in point of 
fact. But assuming it was the latter, the right to relief 
is thus illogically made to depend upon the attorney’s 
pecuniary condition, and not upon his authority. 


SECTION 6. Robson v. Eaton, 1 7 R. 62; overturning, in 
effect, the early English rule: case stated and the prin- 
ciple extracted, 


Such a doctrine could not impose upon the fine under- 
standing and solid judgment of Lord Mansfield; and the 
case of Robson v. Eaton, K. B. 1785, 1 T. R. 
62, without professedly overruling the case in Salkeld, 

so in effect, by proceeding upon directly op- 
posite principles. In illustration of our subject we 
give for convenience a brief statement of this in- 
teresting case. The action was for money had and re- 
ceived. The defendant pleaded that the plaintiff, by one 
William Hodgson, his attorney, had before sued the de- 
fendant, and recovered a judgment for the same cause of 
action; that the defendant by the order of court paid the 
amount of such recovery into court, and the same had been 
received by the plaintiff’s said attorney. This was appa- 
rently a good defence. But the plaintiff replied that he 
never retained the said Hodgson to sue the defendant or 
authorised him to receive the money. Both parties were 
Innocent of fraud. The warrant of attorney, purporting 
to be executed by the plaintiff and under which Hodgson 
acted, was forged: Hodgson, ignorant of the forgery, 
collected the money from the defendant and in good 
faith paid it to the forger. And the question was, Could 
the defendant rely upon the former recovery, or must he 
pay the money twice? And it was decided that he must 
again pay. And the ground of the decision was, that 
the “attorney who prosecuted the former suit in the 
Plaintiff's name, had no authority given him by the 
Plaintiff for so doing.” 

Now, if on grounds of public policy (the only basis of 
the rule in Salkeld), a defendant is bound by the act of 
n unauthorised attorney who appears for him, a plain- 
tiff ought likewise to be bound by the act of an unautho- 

attorney who appeare for him. It may be said, 





that in Robson v. Eaton, there was no motion by the 
plaintiff to set aside the judgment, and that the Court 
would, perhaps, have refused the motion, if the attorney 
(Hodgson) was solvent. It is true there was no such 
motion. But surely if the Court,in a collateral action 
held the judgment as to the plaintiff a nullity, it surely 
could not have refused to set it aside. In short, it seems 
impossible to reconcile Robson v. Haton with the prior 
cases in Salkeld. 


SECTION 7. Denton v. Noyes, the leading early American 
case, adheres to, but modifies early English rule—criti- 
cised and doubted by subsequent cases, so far as it 
makes the right to relief depend upon attorney’s pecu- 
niary responsibility. 

While this was the state of the law in England, 
the case of Denton v. Noyes, 6 Johns. Rep. 296 (1810), 
arose for decision. It is the leading New York, if not 
also the leading early American, case on this subject. 
The Court (Chief Justice Kent delivering the judgment 
of the majority, and Van Ness, J., an able dissenting 
opinion) adhered, in general, to rule laid down in Salkeld, 
but added another essential qualification. After approving 
of the above-quoted case (1 Salk. 88), Kent, ©. J., adds: 
“T am willing to go further, and in every such case (i. ¢., 
where there has been an unauthorized appearance) to let 
the defendant into a defence of the suit.” * 

It will thus be perceived that Denton v. Noyes 80 
far recognises the early English rule, as to hold that 
want of authority of an attorney for the defendant 
to appear (the plaintiff being innocent), is not alone 
sufficient cause for setting aside the judgment, if the 
attorney who appeared and acted be responsible and able to 
indemnify the defendant. As a matter of practice, it 
may be well enough for the Court in many cases where 
the plaintiff is innocent, to allow the judgment to stand 
as security. And unless the defendant has been injured, 
even a Court of equity wouid not relieve him, 

But when the defendant is innocent, guiltless of ne- 
gligence, and has a good defence on the merits, it is 
certainly unjust and illogical to make his right to relief 
depend upon the question of the attorney’s responsibility. 


* The points raised by the majority of the court in Denton v. 
Noyes are correctly stated in the syllabus, and are as follows :— 

1. Where “an attorney of this court appeared for a defendant 
against whom a writ had been issued, but not served, and with- 
out authority from the defendant, confessed judgment, which 
was entered in vacation, the judgment was regular. An 
appearance by an attorney of the court without warrant, is good 
as to the court, and the defendant has an action against the at- 
torney. liter, if there be fraud or collusion between the 
plaintiff's attorney and the attorney for the defendant ; or, if the 
attorney for the defendant be not responsible or perfectly com- 
petent to answer to his assumed client, the court will relieve 
against the judgment.” 

2. Where there is no fraud, “the court, in order to protect 
the plaintiff from suffering by the act of the attorney, and at the 
same time to save the defendant from injury, will let the judg- 
ment stand, but stay all proceedings, and let in the defendant to 
plead if he has any defence.” 

In explanation of the decision, Kent C. J., observes: “ If there 
had been any collusion between the plaintiffs and the attorney 

who assumed to act] for the defendant, it would have altered 
the case; but there is none shown or pretended, and my whole 
opinion proceeds upon the ground that the plaintiffs have acted 
with good faith. I am disposed, therefore, to prevent all ible 
injury to the defendant, and at the same time save the plaintifis 
from This can be done only by preserving the lien which 
the plaintiffs have acquired by their judgment, and giving the 
defendant an opportunity to pon if he has any plea to make to 
the merits”? (6 Johns. Rep. 1). 

This case has since been adhered to upon the principle of stare 
decisis, and is yet the law in New York: but the common-law 
rule, even as thus modified and shorn of its severity, has fre- 
quently been sharply criticised and pronounced a hard one by 
subsequent judges in that state, as will be seen by reference to 
the following cases: Meachum v. Dudley, 9 Wend. 514; 
Williams v. Fan Valkenberg, 16 How. Pr. Rep. 144 (1858) ; 
Elisworth v. Campbell, 31 Barb. 134 (1860); Allee v. 

Proye e dissenting from, but following principal case), 10 Barb. 
647 (1 I). And see Oakley v. Insurance Co., 9 Paige, 496 
pe ‘ompare Campbell v. Bristol, 19 Wend, 101 (1888) ; 

ayley v. Buckland, and Shelton v. Tifin, referred to at large in 
subsequent sections of this article. 
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' And it will be seen, by reference to the later New York 
cases, cited in the note, that the prevailing opinion, were 
the question in that state res nova, is that on principle 
the responsibility or otherwise of the attorney has nothing 
to do with the question, and that no person, not guilty 
of negligence, should be bound by the act of another, 
which was clearly and undisputably unauthorised and 
which remains unratified by acquiescence or otherwise. 


SECTION 8. Modern English decision. Bayley v. Buckland 
essentially modifies early English rule, and lays down a 
doctrine which would overrule Denton v. Noyes. Distinc- 
tion, where the attorney appears without authority, 
between cases where the defendant has, and where he 
has not, been served. 


And in England, in the Court of Exchequer, the rule 
as laid down in Salkeld has quite recently beenreviewed, 
and upon great consideration, partially, at least, over- 
turned by the case of Bayley v. Buckland, 1 Exch. (1 
Wels. H. & G.) 1, 1847, 16 L. J. (N.S) Exch. 204, 
where Rolfe B., alluding to 1 Salk. 88, says ; “ the non- 
responsibility or suspiciousness of the attorney is but a 
vague sort of criterion of safety to the defendant, and by 
the hypothesis the defendant is wholly without blame, 
and may notwithstanding be ruined. It is true that the 
plaintiff is equally blameless, but then the plaintiff, if the 
judgment be set aside, has his remedy against the defen- 
dant as before, and suffers only the delay andthe possible 
loss of costs. 

And the Court, where the appearance for the defendant 
is unauthorised, proceed to makea distinction between 
cases where process has been served and cases where it 
has not. 

“Tf,” says the Court, “the process has been served, 
and the plaintiff be innocent of any fraud or 
collusion and the attorney is responsible, the 
party for whom the attorney appeared is confined to 
his remedy against him.” [This would overturn Denton 
v. Noyes, asin that case no process was served, and it 
makes another exception to the early rule.] The reason 
given is, that the plaintiff is without blame, and the 
defendant is guilty of negligence by not appearing and 
making defence by his own attorney, if he has any de- 
fence, on the merits. 

But, on the other hand, “if the plaintiff, without serv- 
ing the defendant, accepts the service of an unauthorised 
attorney for the defendant, he is not wholly free from 
the imputation of negligence; the law requires him to 
give notice to the defendant by serving the writ, and he 
has not done so. The defendant, therefore, is wholly 
free from blame, and the plaintiff not; so we must set 
aside the plaintiff's judgment. 

This case (Bailey v. Buckland) was very fully con- 
sidered, and the prior cases called to the attention of the 
Court. The distinction taken is a reasonable one; and if 
any part of the early rule shall stand, it should, in our 
judgment, do so only as thus modified. 

Those inclined to pursue the subject further in the light 
of modern English adjudications, may consult Doe v. 
Eyton, 3 B. & Ad. 785; Hubbard v. Phillips, 13 M. & W. 
702 (1845), 14 L. J. N.S. 103, Exch ; Williams v. Smith, 
1 Dowl. P. C. 632, 5 Id. 305 ; Murdy v. Newman, 1 Cr. 
M. & Ros, 402 (1834) ; Morgan v. Thome, 7 M. & W. 400 ; 
Hambridge v. De La Cruée (follows 1 Salk. 88, but 
engrafts another exception), 3 M. G. & 8.742 (1846) (E. 
C. L. R. vol. 54); Stanhope v. Firman (where the OC. B. 
recognises 1 Salk. 88), 3 Bing. N.C. 308; 8. c. 32 E. 
C. L. 145, and 5 Dowl. P. C. 357, a. D. 1836, prior to 
Bayley vy. Buckland. 


SECTION 9. The true view on principle and modern 
authority. In Shelton v. Tiffin the United States 
Supreme Court practically overturns the early English 
rule and Denton v. Noyes. That case stated. Injured 
party relieved, not only from the judgment, but from 
sales wnder it, 

On principle, and in view of the tendency of modern 
judicial opinion, we have but little hesitation in stating 





the true rule of law to be that a party not 

who has been represented by an unauthorised attorney, hag’ 
a right to be relieved against the judgment on motion 
or by bill in equity, and that this right does not 
depend upon the ability of the attorney to respond in 
damages (See authorities cited at end of Section 4, 
supra, and especially Shelton v. Tiffin and Harshey y, 
Blackman). 

A yet more difficult question is whether such a judg. 
ment is, as to all persons and for all purposes an alk 
solute nullity. Suppose property has been sold under it 
to third persons for value and without notice, is the 
party whose property has been sold entitled, as to them, 
to have the judgment treated as a nullity? In our 
opinion he is thus entitled, in case he has not been negli 


-gent and can clearly establish that there was no notice or 


service, and that the attorney’s act in representing him 
was wholly without his knowledge, and totally without his 
authority. We base this conclusion upon the following 
reasons:— 

1, Such would be the rule of the civil law. As applio- 
able to this question, the civil law acts upon the maxim 
or principle, Inter alios acta vel judicata aliis non nocere, 
That a judgment or decree under such circumstances 
would be an absolute nullity: see Code VII. tit. LX., LVL; 
Dr. Linde’s Lehrbuch of German Civil Proceedings, sec, 
115; Code de Proce. Civ. tit. XXIII.; Hoth. Cour. de 
Mand. s. 130; 6 John. 314, 315, per Van Ness., J.; Ridge 
v. Alter, 14 La. Ann. 866, Id. 3. 

2. This conclusion is fully warranted and supported by 
the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in 
the important case of Shelton v. Tiffin, 6 How. U. 8. Rep. 
168, A.D. 1848,* 





* In this case the facts were briefly these :—Two citizens of 
Virginia (Mosely and Bouldin), sued in the Circuit Court of 
Louisiana, John M. Perry, a citizen of Louisiana, and who was 
served, and also Lilburn P. Perry, a titizen of Missouri, and who 
was not served. One Crawford, a regularly admitted attorney 
of the court, employed by John M. Perry, filed an answer for 
both Perrys, but was not authorised to do so by Lilburn P. Perry. 
His filing an answer for Lilburn was by mere inadvertence, and 
not through intentional fraud. The plaintiffs in that action 
(Mosely and Bouldin) were innocent of any fraud or of any 
collusion with Crawford, and on a regular trial obtained 4 
judgment for 7560 dols., on which execution issued, and certain 

roperty of Lilburn P. was seized and sold to one Anderson. 
his property consisted of notes secured by mortgage, and of 
which Anderson was the maker. The cause was brought in 
uity in the Federal Court of the same state (Louisiana), for 
relief against the judgment and sheriff’s sale. The Court 


held, Ist. That ~~ er remedy was in equity and not neces- 
nd. 


sarily at law. hat Crawford’s (the attorney) evidence 
that he had no authority from Lilburn P. Perry to appear for 
him was competent. The Court observing “ This evidence does 
not contradict the record, but explains it. The appearance was 
the act of the counsel, and not of the Court. Had the entry been 
that L. P. Perry came personally into court and waived 
it could not have been controverted.”” [See as to recitals in 
record, well-reasoned judgment of Marcy, J., in Starbuck v. 
Murray, 5 Wend. 148 (1848); Dozer v. Richardson, 25 Geo. R. 
90; Kimbaily. Merrick, 20 Ark. 12; Hess v. Cold, 3 Zabr.116; 
Watson v. The Bank, 4 Met.'(Mass.) 343; Id. 333. Compare 
Holbert v. Montgomery, 5 Dana 11.) “But an ap ce 
counsel who had no authority to waive process, or to defend the 
suit for L. P. Perry, may be explained.” The Court held, 34, 
That the judgment, and sale under it, were absolute nullities. 
Respecting this point the language of the Court is clear and 
decided :—‘‘ An appearance by counsel under such circumstances 
to the prejudice of a party subjects the counsel to damages; but 
this would not sufficiently protect the rights of the defendant. 
He is not bound by the proceedings, and there is no other prin- 
ciple which can afford him adequate apne The judgment 
therefore, against L. P. Perry must be considered a nullity, 
consequently did not authorise the seizure and sale of his ry 
An execution sale under a fraudulent judgment is valid, if 
urchaser has no knowledge of the fraud. But in this case L. 
. Perry was not amenable to the jurisdiction of the Court, and 
did no act to authorise the judgment. He cannot, therefore, be 
affected by it, or by any proceedings under it. In this view it 
is unnecessary to consider the objection to the ure under 
the execution.” . . . . ‘The judgment being void for 
want of jurisdiction in the Court, no right to Samuel 
Anderson under the marshal’s sale.’’” (6How. pp. 163, ey 
This case ically overturns Denton v. Noyes, and 
with Robson v. Hatonand Bayley v. Buckland. 
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latter case has recently been approved and its doc- 
tine followed in Harshey v. Blackman, 19 Iowa Rep., 
where the subject underwent a full examination; and 
jt was held that a sale, though to a purchaser without 
notice, under a void judgment, did not have the effect to 
yalidate it. See also authorities cited in section 4 of this 


— admitted that a large degree of sanctity must be 
attached to the records of courts; that it is incumbent 
ons party aseailing them, on the gronnd of the want of 
authority in the attorney to appear, to make out a clear 
and unmixed case. Public policy requires this, in view 
of the fact that it is easy for one party, especially after 
the lapse of time, to deny the attorney’s authority, and 
dificult for the other party to show the authority, even if 
itexisted. The inference from this, however, is, not to 
hold the unauthorised judgment valid, but to require the 
assailing it to show clear merits, to take prompt 
action, and to establish his right by cogent and strong 
evidence. A judgment itself is a mere chose in action. 
A purchase of it before a sale under execution, like 
the purchase of any other chose in action, puts the 
in the shoes and subjects him to the equities 

(if any) against the assignor thereof: McJilton v. Love, 
18 Ill. 495, and cases cited ; Cook 5 Sargent v. Burtis, 
16 Iowa, 193 ; Ballinger’v. Tarbell, Id. 491; Orocker v. 
Isett, 18 Id. Why should a purchase under it have any 

r effect ? 

But the doctrine that the judgment is a nullity should 
be strictly limited to cases where there has been no 
service, and where there is a total want of jurisdiction in 
thecourt, and a total want of authority on the part of 
the attorney to appear. It should not be extended to 
cases where an attorney, who has been retained or 
regularly employed, has simply exceeded his authority. 

J. F. D. 








EQUITY. 


THE JUDGMENTS LAW AMENDMENT ACT AND RAILWAY 
CoMPANIES’ LanpD. 
Re The Bishop’s Waltham Railway Company, L. J., 15 
W. RB. 96. 

The absolute terms in which the 4th section 
of the 27th & 28th Vict. o. 112 is incautiously 
framed have led to a difficulty where land is 
vested in a debtor for a statutory purpose. Such a 
debtor may be owner of the land both at law and in 
equity, yet the land will not be available to creditors, 
whereas the section assumes that every debtor having 
an interest in land can sell that interest, or at least that 
adebtor can sell any interest of which the sheriff can 
deliver possession to the creditor. The provision made 
by this section is to the effect that every creditor to 
whom any land of his debtor shall have been actually 
delivered in execution by virtue of a judgment, and 
whose writ is duly registered, shall be entitled forth- 
with, or while the registration is in force, to obtain 
from the Court of Chancery an order for the sale of the 
debtor’s interest in such land, and the Court is to direct 
inquiries into the debtor’s interest and his title, as in 
cases of sale of deceased persons’ real estate for payment 
of debts. “Land” in the Act includes, it should be 
mentioned, any interest in hereditaments. Accordingly 
in the case of the Re Hull and Hornsea Railway Company, 
14 W. R. 758, where the lands delivered in execution com- 
prised the railway, stations, &c., and a considerable 
quantity of superfluous land, the Court made an order 
for sale, with inquiries as to the lands extended, as to 
the debtor’s interest in them, and as to any lands which 
Were not required for purposes of the undertaking and 
had been extended. The order was evidently intended 
to take effect under the last head of the inquiry ; so that 
no difficulty arose. On this authority, it was now stated 
i argument, the Master of the Rolls made an order in 
the principal case. But here the sheriff’s return to the 








writ of elegit, so far as regarded land, was that the only 
lands of which the company were seised in his bailiwick 
were the railway, the station, and the goods shed; never- 
theless, the Master of the Rolls’ order was for the sale 
of the company’s interest in the railway, station, and 
shed. 

It might at first sight be objected to such an order 
that the authority given to the Court by the Act is 
applicable only to land or an interest in it, which 
the sheriff can “actually” deliver in execution. But 
here again the Act is inconclusive, for a sheriff does 
not give actual possession, but only legal possession of 
the property found by the inquisition. Actual possession 
is acquired by the debtor by ejectment or entry, accord- 
ing to the circumstances. Hence the word “actually” 
in the section did not afford any aid in the case. The 
sheriff had accomplished his part as usual, leaving the 
debtor to get what benefit he could from the railway and 
its appurtenances, It was clear, however imperative the 
Act was, thatthe land on which the railway ran could 
not be sold to satisfy a creditor. The company itself 
had no saleable interest in this land. Lord Justice 
Turner held that the petitioner must satisfy the Court 
that he could sell the property found by the inquisition ; 
and Lord Justice Cairns asked if there could be an order 
for sale before it was ascertained whether there was 
anything capable of being sold. It was urged, in 
answer, that the Act contemplated one order only ; but 
this appears to be an argument rather for maintaining 
that on the face of the sheriff’s return there must be a 
saleable interest in the creditor. If the interest were not 
capable of sale, the Court doubted whether it would be 
within the Act at all; at any rate it would be going too 
far to say that the Court was bound to make an order 
for sale in a casein which it was not apparent whether 
there were any saleable property. 

The Lords Justices therefore discharged the order for 
sale, and directed an inqiury as to what were the interests 
in the property found by the inquisition. Such a result 
of the appeal can hardly be regarded as satisfactory 
when the property found was the railway, station, and 
goods shed; inasmuch as the interest of the company 
in this property must have been defined by statute. The 
case, however, is an authority that, although no discretion 
is given by the Act, the Court is not bound to make an 
order for sale of the property delivered in execution, but 
will require first to see that there is a saleable interest. 


REVIEW. 

The Practice of the Court of Probate in Common Form Busi- 
ness. By Henry CHARLES Coore, F.S.A., Proctor. Also 
the Practice of the Court in Contentious Business, by 
T. H. Tristram, [.C.L., Advocate. Fifth Edition. 
London : Butterworths ; Dublin : Hodges, Smith & Co. 
This work is now an acknowled, authority on practice 

in the Probate Court, and its authors se»m determined to 

maintain its original reputation in each successive edition. 

Up to the time of the establishment of the new jurisdiction 

in 1858, the principles regulating the granting of probate 

and letters of administration had never been explained 
either to the profession or the public. The proctors, like the 

French notaries, kept their knowledge to themselves, and the 

consequence was that when the ‘pastures new” of eccle- 

siastical practice were entered by the general body of bar- 
risters and solicitors, the new comers were fairly bewildered 
by the novelty of their position. There was an urgent neces- 
sity for ‘‘ methodized information” and Messrs. Coote and 
Tristram undertook to supply it. One being a proctor and 
the other an advocate, they were able to exhaust the sub- 
ject between them. That their labours have been appreciated 
therapid sale of four editions sufficiently proves. The treatise 
indeed, leaves nothing to be desired, although if a critic were 
disposed to be captious, he might point out that the infor- 
mation conveyed by it is capable of being greatly condensed. 

An analysis of the contents of the volume will best explain 

our meaning. Exclusive of the index, there are 694 pages. 

Of these the text of the work only occupies 320, The re- 
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maining 374 ‘are taken by eight appendices, the first con- 
tains a full reprint of the Acts of 1857-1858, relating to 
probate and administration generally, and of the Acts of 
1865, together with the order in council (Dec. 1865) made in 
pursuance of them, relating to seamens’ will, and the dis- 
posal of naval assets. The second, third, and eighth con- 
tain the rules and forms prescribed and fees imposed by the 
court in 1862 and 1865 both in noncontentious and conten- 
tious business and the rules of 1863 for district registrars. 
The fourth contains directions for describing testators or 
intestates, and parties applying for probate or administration. 
The fifth contains a i as of the duties on probates of 
wills and letters of administration, &c. The sixth contains 
forms in common form business and the seventh some speci- 
men bills of costs. Now there can be no doubt that some 
of these appendices are absolutely essential to the complete- 
ness of the work, but on the other hand it seems scarcely 
needful to reproduce at full length these sections of the 
statutes and those rules which -have been fully commented 
on, and in many instances printed verbatim, in the early part 
of the book. It is mere waste of paper to print these twice 
over. Yetit is done over and over again by Mr. Coote and 
Dr. Tristram. It is scarcely an exaggeration to state that the 
first portion of the work is merely an arrayed and annotated 
edition of the rules and statutes. Why then reproduce 
them a second time without notes and without arrange- 
ment ? 

This habit of swelling text books by pitch-forking sta- 
tutes into an appendix in the same “admired disorder” in 
which they appear on the statute book itself, is unfortunately 
common among many of our legal writers, and we do not 
mean to say that Mr. Coote and Dr. Tristram are any worse 
offenders than their fellows. But when the next edition is 
called for, some attempt at compression might surely be 
made with advantage. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. ° 
ROLLS’ CHAMBERS. 

Dec. 22.— Re Barned’s Bank,—The Chief Clerk, in 
giving his decision to-day, with reference to the applica- 
tion for a call of £40 on the shareholders of Barned’s 
Banking Company, said—I have looked into this case, and 
I have made up my mind as to what is the proper course 
for me to adopt. This is a summons as to a call for the 
purpose of paying a dividend. This is usually a simple 
matter enough, because the list of contributories shows 
who are to pay, and the list of creditors shows who are to 
teceive. In the present case, however, the list of contribu- 
tories is imperfect, and there is no list of creditors. That, 
however, is not by any means indispensable, because if it 
was shewn that great inconvenience would arise were the 
calls to be delayed till the lists were deposited, it would be 

roductive of great mischief. This question has been settled 
by the Lords Justices. In the case of the Contract Corpora- 
tion (15 W. R. 49) they determined that the Court might make 
a call, provided it was made out to the satisfaction of the 
Court that a call was, in the state of the assets of the 
bank, indispensable. The only question I think I have got 
to consider is whether the affidavits lodged in this case do 
satisfactorily show that a call on the amount required is a 

roper step to be taken. The official liquidators have 
brokekt before me two affidavits. They go into a good deal 
of detail, into which I do not propose to follow them. The 
result of the affidavits is simple enough, and it is com- 
prised in three statements. They say that the nominal assets 
of the bank are £970,000 ; that the probable result of the call 
would be £500,000 ; and that the liabilities of the bank are 
£1,800,000. As to the first of these sums, the nominal 
assets—£970,000—I have not the slighest doubt that 
that is perfectly correct. The official liquidators have 
the books and documents on the subject. It is to be ob- 
served that that is the amount of the nominal assets, but 
the real assets will, | am afraid, fall considerably short of 
the amount. So far as that goes, that is an additional reason 
in favour of acall. I see no reason to doubt that that is as good 
an estimate as canbe made, The third figure is liabilities, 
£1,800,000. As to that, I do not see clear. and the real 
question I have to consider is whether that figure is correct 
or not. Now, Mr. Emmanuel, in the observations he made, 
drew attention to three points. First of all, he said that 





es 
debts to a large amount of J. Barned & Co. had been taken 
over by the Banking Company, now being wound 1; 
and, secondly, he said, that during the course of its perod 
of trading, the bank now in liquidation—or rather thy 
directors of that bank—had contracted debts to a 
amount beyond their powers as directors. There is very 
little in support of or in opposition to these two statements, 
There are, however, two important facts which are not dis. 
puted. One is that, at the time when the Banking Company 
took over the business of J. Barned & Co., they took oye 
liabilities to the extent of £800,000, and the other fact is 
this, that the bank—the joint-stock company—was forme) 
in 1865, with a subscribed capital in cash of £400,000, ang 
stopped in April, 1866—eight months afterwards—and that 
during the eight months in which it carried on business the 
whole of that £40,000 was lost, the liabilities exceeding the 
assets by £900,000; and this, as you know, is notall, 
because, as I said just now, that is assuming the nomin 
assets to be good. Now what is the real value of th 
nominal assets the official liquidators do not profess 
accurately to say, but from what Mr. Burton has told me, | 
think that the amount of these nominal assets must certai 
be reduced by 2 sum of not, less than £300,000, I hopeit 
may be as good as that. The result is that during the eight 
months of trade the bank incurred losses to the extent of 
£1,600,000 at least—that is to say, at the rate of £200,000 
per month. Now, this is a fact which has struck m 
as being very important. In the course of the judgment 
which he gave in the case of the Contract Corporation, wi 
supra, Lord Justice Turner said: ‘1 think that great 
care ought to be exercised by the Court in working ont the 
provisions of this Act of Parliament, and if there were re. 
sonable ground for supposing that there would not bean 
establishment of debt against this company to the amount 
which will probably be raised by the call, it is possible that 
the Court might be inclined not to make the call.” Nov, 
looking to these facts and objections, and to that statement, 
1 do not think I should be exercising that caution and care 
which the Lord Justice says ought to be exercised by the 
Court if I were to make the call before the list of creditors 
is brought in. I think the proper course is to let this sum- 
mons stand over, and to let the liquidators bring in the list 
of creditors at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. Handson, from the office of Freshfield & Newman, 
the official liquidator, said this decision amounted almost to 
an indefinite postponement of the question. 

The Chief Clerke—I do not exactly think so. If the official 
liquidators think it desirable to do as I have suggested, | 
should not feel sorry then if you were to take the case before 
the judge himself. 

r. Handson said he would take it into Court. 

The Chief Clerk said in that case he would put it down 
before the judge on the first Saturday after term. 

This was accordingly done. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar RocuE). 

Dec. 27.—In re Samuel Solomon.—The bankrupt was 
an attorney, also described as a patentee of, and dealer 
in magic lantern slides. He ascribes his failure to the 
result of an action brought against him by Messrs. 
Barnard, oil and colour merchants, of Oxford-street, whose 
claim for debt and costs is £179. The debts altogether 
are about £300. This was the first sitting. Mr. W. 
Barnard, of the above-named firm, was chosen trade 
assignee, 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


LEAVE To FILe A SUPPLEMENTAL Buu, 

Sir,—Can any of your readers refer me to the report of 4 
recent case in which leave has been given by the Court of 
Chancery to file a go owe bill against executors, 
preying for a wilful default account, the common decree 

aving been made on the hearing of the cause? 

I think I can remember seeing such a case reported before 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, but on search I have been ui 
able to find it. A Supscripen. 











BANNS OF MARRIAGE. 
Sir,—It is too bad that a lawyer, writing on the inter 
pretation of an Act of Parliament, should deliberately tis 
quote the clatise to confirm his view of the construction 
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Mr. Davenport quotes thus, the banns shall be published 
«during the time of morning service; [mark the stop and 
omission] or (if there be no morning service) immediately 
after the second lesson.” The Act really is, ‘during the 
time of morning service, or of the evening service (if there 


shall be no morning service in such church or chapel on 
any of those Sundays upon which such banns shall be 
lished) immediately the second lesson.” It will 


E observed that the advocates of the Bishop of Oxford’s 
views contend that the rubric nang a law, it cannot be re- 
except, in express terms, by a new law, provided 


itis possible to put such a construction on both as shall 


them not inconsistent. 
The Act of 26 Geo. 2 ought to be read with 4 Geo. 4, 
and I think the intention to alter the old rubric will be 
M. 


_ apparent, J. 





‘* HAMPSTEAD HEATH.” 

Sir,—An article in your valued paper induces me to offer 
you a few remarks on the subject of the Metropolitan Com- 
mons Act, 1866, as applied to metropolitan commons in 
ade 4. mee especially, at the present time, as to 

pstead eath. 

This Act was passed to provide a-means of regulating the 

ment of commons near London for the benefit of the 
inhabitants and the public of the metropolis, not inconsis- 
tent with the existing rights of property, upon the assump- 
tion that the law does not allow the lords of manors to en- 
close or build, 

This assumption (which is the vital condition of the 
useful application of the Act) rests on legal grounds, and 
the society which I represent has the best legal authority 
for the opinion that in the case of most, if not all, of the 
metropolitan commons, the lords have no right such as is 
claimed by Sir Thomas M. Wilson at Hampstead. 

A bill in chancery has, in fact, been filed in the case of 
Hampstead, on behalf of the copyholders, against Sir 
Thomas Wilson, to restrain the building begun by him. A 
motion for an injunction in that suit was made by Sir 
Roundell Palmer, before the Master of the Rolls, on Thurs- 
day the 20th inst., when Sir Thomas Wilson, not being 
rig OF to meet it, was compelled to undertake to suspend 

building operations until the 7th January, when the 
matter is to be fully argued. 
’ It would seem, therefore, to be premature to propose 
a purchase of rights which may be held not to exist in 
Ww, 


If the lord of the manor is not entitled to inclose the 
heath under the existing, law then section 5 of the Metro- 
politan Common’s Act of last session, prohibiting the In- 
closure Commissioners from entertai applications for 
inclosure would be effectual for preserving the heath for 
the public use, and all that the case would seem to require 
in addition is some regulation for its management. A 
scheme for this p may be proposed under the 
Metropolitan Common’s Act by any copyholders of the 
manor as soon as a competent Court of law has decided 


that the lord has no right to inclose the heath. 


The purchase of the lands adjoining the heath is a totally 
distinct matter, and one which doubtless may well engage 
the attention of the public of London. 

ArTHuR LANKESTER, 
Secretary Commons Preservation Society. 


Tur Proposep Jupr1AL INCREASE. 


_ Sir,—I read inthe papers that the scheme for appoint- 
ing three additional common law judges is about to be 
opposed, and I hope it will. It must seem absurd to a 

ancery practitioner that the judge can do in equity 
what it requires four in common law to accomplish, indeed 
the one undertakes much more than the four. I was in 
the Exchequer on the last day of term: the clock struck 
eleven before the four entered (only one hour after the 
time fixed), and heard a case of change of venue for 
about three-quarters of an hour! The judge in banco sat 
in the Exchequer Chamber and two in the Bail Court, 
and seemed to me to hear much: more important cases. 
The Exchequer, in fact, has nothing to do (see the 
printed liste), The Masters might do nearly all the 
chamber work and hear summonses for time to plead 


—— &e. The Chancery arrears aie quite as great 


‘Proportion as the common law, and yet Lord Justice 
Cairns can spare time for the Privy Council.—P. D. B. 


| the firmness and impartiality with whi 





| by the exercise of private virtue, enriched with the abun- 





APPOINTMENT. 
Grorér Russet, Esq., of the Oxford Circuit, to be 
Judge of the Derbyshire County Court, vice W. Elmsley, 
Esq., Q.C.; deteased: 








SCOTLAND. 


JUDICIAL PRocEDURE IN SCOTLAND. 

In a semi-official announcement published in the Zdin- 
burgh Courant, intimation is made of the Lord Advocate’s 
intention to prepare for next session of Parliament a number 
of measures aifectin, civil and criminal procedure in Scot- 
land. The Registration of Writs Bill, dropped last session, 
is to be re-introduced ina revised form. A measure will 
also be brought in simplifying the procedure in cases of 
accounting in the Court of Session, while some ap, 7 
improvements will be proposed in the Sheriff (or County) 
Courts, and in particular to give sheriffs the power in civil 
cases of taking evidence with the aid of sworn shorthand- 
writers. This has of late years been very successfully done 
in the Court of Session, in matrimonial and other causes, 
where the judge is required to take evidence, and a _ 
saving of time and expense has been found to accrue from 
the employment of the shorthand-writer, whose notes the 
judge revises and authenticates. A very important change 
is also to be introduced into the procedure of the High 
Court of Justiciary. Some years ago the late Sheriff of 
Midlothian (Mr. J. T. Gordon) brought a system into his 
court of holding pleading days—in other words, of giving a 
double citation to each prisoner, For example, on the Ist 
and 10th of May, should the prisoner plead guilty on the 
first citation, the whole expense of summoning witnesses is 
avoided, while witnesses and jury are saved the trouble of 
attending. Should he plead ‘‘ Not guilty,” the trial, takes 
place on the second day named, the interval being 
employed in making the necessary citation. Itis, of course, 

open to the prisoner to plead ‘‘Guilty” at the 
journed sitting, but in practice it has been found that 
prisoners intending to do so generally take the earliest 
cupertenen Thus, the Court is saved the expense of the 
to witnesses and jurymen. It is now proposed to in- 
troduce the system into the Supreme Criminal Court at 
Edinburgh, and the expectation is entertained that the 
change will considerably facilitate and economise the business 
of the Crown Office. 








IRELAND. 
Appress To THE Ricut Hon. THomas LEFROY. 

The following address has been presented to the Right 
Hon. Thomas Lefroy, on his retirement from the effice of 
Lord Chief Justice of Ireland:— 

“‘Sir,—We, the undersigned members of the bar of 
Ireland, desire to address you on the occasion of your re- 
tirement from the judicial bench. We express with pleasure 
our appreciation of the industry and energy, the logical 

wer, the profound learning, the great talents and high 
Integrity by which your long professional career has been 
illustrated ; and we acknow alg that your distinguished 
success was the just reward of these admirable qualities. 
Your reports of the judgments of Lord Redesdale in the 
Court of Chancery—the first service rendered by you to the 
administration of the law—have found a becoming sequel in 
many valuable judgments pronounced by yourself in the 
Courts of Queen’s Bench and Exchequer, to which the 
highest authority will be permanently attached. We are 
persuaded that the bar of Ireland will long cherish with 
pride and titude the memory of the dignity and 
courtesy which marked your conduct as Chief Justice. 
We could congratulate you on the many pleasant memories 
which follow you into your retirement—the recollection 
of youthful honours won at the University ; of early 
struggles and exciting triumphs in your profession ; of 
many genial and distinguished friends; and, lastly, of the 
admiration and deep respect achieved by your talents, and 

you administered 
the law. In that retirement we trust that, by the rsa | 
of Providence, you may enjoy a serene old age, adorn 
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dance of domestic happiness, and supported by a bright 
hope of immortality.—And now, sir, we cordially bid you 
farewell. 

‘*Rosert D. Mecrepy, Father of the Irish Bar. 

‘* MicHaEL Morris, M.P., Attorney-General. 

** Hepces E. CHATTERTON, Solicitor-General. 

** CouMAN O’LOGHLEN, Bart., M.P. (Second Ser- 

jeant).” 
{ Here follow the signatures of 247 members of the bar, in- 

cluding sixty Queen’s Counsel. ] 


REPLY. 


‘* Mr. Attorney-General,—Allow me to express my cordial 
thanks to you and all those whom yon represent for the 
truly gratifying address which you have just read, recording 
as it doés the sentiments of so many of the most eminent 
members of the Irish bar, distinguished for learning, talent, 
and moral worth. I am wellaware that your kindness has 
led you to overlook many deficiencies, and greatly to over- 
rate my services in discharge of the duties of the important 
office which I have so long filled ; but I can conscientiously 
say you could not overrate my anxious desire that the law 
should be so istered in the court over which I have 
had the honour to preside as to secure the confidence and 
respect of all those interested in it; and if I have at all 
succeeded in this, as your kind address would lead me to 
hope, I gladly take the present occasion of acknowledging 
m titude to Him from whom all power flows for the 

ment of any duty, and to whom alone we can look 
for a successful result from any effort of ours. I shall ever 
retain a grateful remembrance of the valuable assistance and 
co-operation I have received in the administration of justice, 
not only from my brethren on the bench, but from the 
members of the bar, as well from the integrity and — 
ness, as the ability and intelligence with which they have at 
all times discharged the duties that belonged to them. Many 
of you, no doubt, have already learned for yourselves that the 
law of England presents one of the noblest and most useful 
human studies to an intellectual mind ; but to those of you 
who have but just entered on your professional career, let 
me say that, after the experience of a long life, I look back, 
not only to the University honours and the professional 
triumphs to which you have so gracefully referred, but to 
the years of diligent and patient study which I devoted to 
the acquirement of a thorough knowledge of the principles 
of our law, as one of the most pleasing recollections of my 
early life. I now bid you farewell, and, in doing so, allow 
me to reciprocate the kindest, the best cf your wishes for 
me, by ne my earnest desire for each and all of you, 
that, as advancing years roll on, your earthly path may be 
lightened by that bright hope of immortality which can 
alone give true happiness, or secure to any man a peace of 
mind that will om the test of adversity as well as pros- 


perity.—I remain, yours very faithfully and obliged, 
‘*THomas LEFROY.” 


Court oF CoMMON PLEAS. 

Dec. 21.—Murphy v. Neilson.—The plaintiff was Mr. 
William Murphy, a gentleman residing in the county 
Wicklow, and the action was brought by him — Mr. 
James H. Neilson, solicitor, to recover damages for alleged 
negligence in not investing a sum of £500 upon solvent 
security. The case of the plaintiff was that he employed 
the defendant to invest this money for him on good 
security, and that it was lost, as the security was bad. The 
defences pleaded were—that the defendant was not employed 
to invest the plaintiff's money on good and sufficient security 
as all and that the plaintiff himself ed to lend to 
Mr. Walter Burke, formerly of Middle Abbey-street, in 
this city, a sum of £500, at interest at 8 per cent., on the 
terms of being employed in his establishment as bookkeeper, 
and on the security of certain leases, &c.; that the parties 
afterwards came to the defendant to carry out this agreement 
they had so made between themselves by deed, and, contrary 
to his advice, certain blanks were left in it for the dates of 
leases, which were never filled up before the execution, in 
consequence of which it was of no use as a security. 

Messrs. Heron, Q.C., Palles, Q.C., and M‘Dermont ap- 
peared for the plaintiff; and Messrs. Sullivan, Q.C., and 
George Foley for the defendant. 


a jury found a verdict for the plaintiff for £480 and 
cos 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE 


FRANCE. 
EXTENUATING CIRCUMSTANCES ! 

The Court of Assizes of the Deux-Sévres (Niort) has 
tried a wealthy farmer, named Martin Réau, on a tri 
charge of murder by poison. The persons whose death 
caused were his first wife Marie Jeanne, his second, Julie, 
and a son of the latter, Abel Reau. He is also suspected of 
having murdered his brother Pierre by similar means, byt 
as this latter died in 1853, and, as 7 the law of France no 
one can be tried for murder after the lapse of ten years from 
the time the crime was committed, this last case was not 

one into. Towards the end of 1856 the first wife was taken 

1 with a violent inflammation of the throat and chest, and 
expired in great agony in the December of that year. She 
was much afraid of her husband and very Ppy, and 
ag gone told her neighbours that he administered medicing 
to her to avoid having any family. In April, 1858, the 

risoner married as his second wife a young girl named Julie 

ontemps, described by all the witnesses as a charming 
person, but not long after her marriage she lost: her spirits 
and her health, and began to decline, her husband forcing 
her to take certain mixtures which he prepared under the 
same pretence as in his first wife’s case. In April, 1865, 
the second wife became very ill, and was attended by a 
doctor of the neighbourhood. But the husband nearly 
always administered the remedies prescribed. She con- 
tinued suffering until July the same year, when she died, 
the symptoms of her illness being precisely similar to those 
witnessed in the case of the former victim. In the com. 
mencement of January, 1866, the prisoner began to mani- 
fest an interest in his child Abel, who had been removed to 
the house of the grandfather, and who immediately upon the 
prisoner visiting him, exhibited the same distressing sym 
toms as his mother, and died on the 27th of the wes The 
suspicions or uneasiness which had been excited among the 
neighbours by the previous deaths attained such a degree at 
this last instance that the os to the authorities, who ar- 
rested Réau and had the four bodies exhumed. The chymical 
analysis of the remains disclosed in each case the presence 
in large quantities of a deadly poison, the perchloride of 
mercury, or corrosive sublimate, which had even saturated 
the earth surrounding the coffins. In each of the four deaths 
Réau had a pecuniary interest, as he inherited from his 
brother, his first wife had made a will in his favour, and 
his second had done so likewise to the extent of half her pro- 
perty, the remainder going to her son Abel, but in case of 

is death ew to the prisoner. By all these inheritances 
Réau had amassed a property of some 150,000fr. The evi- 
dence left no doubt of the prisoner’s guilt, and, the jury 
having returned a verdict of guilty, with extenuating cir- 
cumstances, he was sentenced to hard labour for life.—Goa- 
lignani’s Messenger. 








AMERICA. 
LarsiLiry oF ComMON CARRIERS. 

Mr. Charles G. Lockwood, it seems from a report in alate 
number of the Public Ledger, a cattle transporter over the 
New York Central Railroad, has just recovered, in the Circuit 
- United aoa New beck ge <9 Smalley, J., 

istrict Judge), a verdict for 25,000dols. damages against 
that company, for injuries sustained by falling through a dark 
and unprotected opening in their road. One defence relied 
on by the company was a contract signed by the plaintiff, 
in consideration of a free pass for himself and lower freight 
charges for the transportation of his stock, to absolve the 
company from all the liabilities of common carriers for 
injuriesthat might be sustained by either man or beast. The 
plaintiff's counsel, however, contended that a aaa 
acting as common carriers owed a duty to the public whic 
it could not by ement absolve itself from: that this 
action was not founded upon a breach of contract, but on an 
omission of this duty by the defendant; that while the 
company might stipulate not to be held responsible for acts 
necessarily delegated to the charge of agents, yet it was 
against public policy to permit them to avoid, by contract 
in limitation of their own liability, duties which, as bodies 
politic, the laws of their creation cast upon them in the 
nature of trusts, which could not be delegated or omitted, 
nor neglected ; and that such release as the Central Railro 
in this case sought to set up in defence is no sort of protection 
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inst its liability at common law as a common carrier ; 
e the company could have prevented the injury, and that 
it was a grave omission of duty on the part of the company. 
Smalley, J., took the plaintiff's view of the case, and charged 
the jury that the contract or release in question was no pro- 
tection to the company, and that the case of plaintiff stood 
4 if no release was made; that such contracts in limitation 
of the corporation’s liability were null and void as against 
the policy of the law. After a short retirement, the jury 
found for the plaintiff, 25,000dols. damages. 

On this verdict the Legal Intelligencer remarks :— 

“The view of the Circuit Court for New York is quite in 
harmony, we think, with the important decision, York Co. 
7. Central R. R., 3 Wallace, 107, made last winter by the 
Supreme Court of the United States at Washington ; a case 
which, where the cargo was cotton, and the transit a long 
one (from Memphis to Boston), decided that the common 
law liability of a carrier for the safe carriage might be 
limited so as to exclude a loss by fire; pte (and this 
was specially presented in the opinion) such special contract 
did not attempt to cover losses by negligence or misconduct. 
The contract set up in Mr. Lockwood's suit did ‘‘ attempt to 
cover losses by negligence or misconduct,” and would there- 
fore be excluded by the very words, not less than by the 
spirit of the case in 3 Wallace; a case, we may add, which, 

unanimously decided, and settling the law for the 
whole Federal courts, is a decision more favourable to com- 
mon carriers than all A gg we will perhaps deem it politic to 
have made. Confined, however, as, properly regarded, it 
must be, to the facts of the case—a very long transit (much 
of it, of course on western steam-boats), a cargo of cotton, 
and a contract against loss by fire only, a fire not the result 
of negligence—we are not sure that it could have been very 
well avoided without entailing greater injury to merchants 


. than any which can arise from the decision itself. Mr. 


Lockwood’s case is quite different.” 
“It is, of course, probable,” says the Ledger, ‘‘ that the 
case Will be taken up by appeal by the company to the Su- 
e Court at Washington. But the opinion of Smalley, 
., and this heavy verdict, is of great importance, as it 
affects all common carriers’ liabilities at common law.” 


Tar YEAR Books Revivep—NorMAN FRENCH AT THE 
CaPrirat.* 
We published some years ago (Nov. 29, 1861), a letter 
from a venerable correspondent, dated at ‘‘ Point Pleasant, 
land,” in which, at the age of ninety, he announced 
his intention, if life was spared him, of gratifying the world 
with a translation of the Year Books ; sending us at the 
same time, for our paper, one or two choice cases by way of 
appetising the bar for the volumes generally. We have 
heard nothing lately of our venerable friend, and fear that, 
notwithstanding the agreeable designation of his home, he 
may have fallen a ‘prey to geen or been killed in the 
cause of the Union, to which, unlike so many of hisneigh- 
bours, we know he was heartily devoted. Possibly the high 
price of paper, &c., but retards his excellent purpose. e 
are reminded, however, of his design in a special manner to- 
day, by the force of contrarieties. We have a communica- 
tion now from a gentleman in Washington city who informs 
us of an intention on his to publish in Norman French 
avolume of cases decided of late years in the Circuit Court 
of the District of Columbia. In fact a good part of the 
volume is printed, and will be probably soon brought out 
+ oma enterprising young publishers, Messrs. W. H. & 0. 
. Morrison, who now give us the reports of our Federal 
Judiciary in a style so creditable to their liberality and 
taste, 


_ Such a mode of presenting judicial decisions at this day 
in the capital of young and free America, is certainly remark- 
able. It would indicate a very high order of attainments in 
the early law writers at the local bar of Washington city ; a 
bar, it is true, at which such men as Carlisle and others, 
who replace the Wurts and Coxes of a former day, con- 
stantly do honour to American jurisprudence, but which we 
should hardly have supposed contained men enough so 
saturated with that black letter learning now so gene- 
tally forgotten, as to justify the publication of their local 
Teports in Norman French rather than in the vernacular of 
the country. The sheets which we have seen comprise 
about three hundred and fifty cases. The volume embraces 





ae From the ‘Legat Intelligencer. 





nearly a thousand. We hope that we infringe no copy- 
right in giving our readers-an extract. 

Le report del case argue en le Cir. Ct. D. C. W. C. devant 
touts les justices, et le jury, en le prem. an del President 
Andrew Johnson, entre Jac. Dove, plant. et Mat. Hughes, 
def. en un action propter certam vaccam lactariam, cum 
vitulo suppositio, ut allegatum fuit, pur le plant. 


Le recitel del case, 


Ceo fut action sur le case, port per Dove, vers Hughes, 
pour recovrer le valut de certaine cowe, et calfe, autrefois 
vendus per le def. al plant. sur warrantie que la dite cowe 
fust mere de la calfe qui fust avec elle. 

Pur le plant. fut prouve: Que le def. avoit renwoye al 
meson del plant. certaine cowe et certaine calfe, femelle, 
trottant ason cote. Que le def, avoit confesse al witness 
que il vendut al plant. un cowe et calfe. Mes, le witness 
jurat que la cowe oncques ne voudroit permettre la calfe 
sucer sa mamelle. Puis la calfe, souvant taschant de ma- 
meller del cowe, fut souvent repousse asprement ; et la cowe, 
toujours gigottoit beaucop al avance del calfe. Et ensuite 
fut prouve que le plant. offroit souvent de spoon-victuals al 
calfe ; mes elle refusa brusquement de en manger; puis la 
calfe est morte de faim, estant al temps son decede uncore 
de trop tendre aage pour manger de spoon-victuals, ou de 
herbe ou fruict de terre. 

Pur le def. fut prouve: Que la cowe que il avoit livre al 
lant, estoit veritable mere de Ja dite calfe. Et, que oncques 
a calfe ne mangeoit de spoon-viciuals, avant qe vendut ; 

mes le witness oncques ne vist la calfe sucer la mamelle, mes 
croyoit que elle devoist sucer pour vivre, avant le vendut, 
Le Argument. 

H****, apprentice, pour le plant, Moy semble que le 

lant recovera, Car, es constant que la calfe ne fust fille de 
a cowe, mes vitulus supposititius. Or, es natnre de calfe 
sucer la mamelle de toute cowe, mere ou non; mes, es nature 
de cowe laisser sucer toujours al propre calfe uniquement; 
et seulement par fantasie al calfe entrangere; et en el case 
al barre, la cowe, apres le vendut oncques ne permettoit ma- 
meller, ni pur nature qui eonsttaint constamment, ni pur 
fantasie qui change et branle. Et si la calfe sucoit avant le 
vendut, ceo fust pur fantasie de une cowe courtoise al calfe 
etrangere, et non pur nature qui auroit continue; sim. sim. 
gaud. etc. ; en ainsi le plant. dependoit del fantasie del cowe, 
qui estant de femelle dure peu; et non de la nature que il 
achetoit. Et le offre de spoon-victuals fut surplusage. Es 
raison que il recovre le valut de cowe et calfe ensemble sur 
le warrantie. 

B****—Serjeont, pour le def. Moy semble al contrarie. 
Car le def. prouve que la cowe estait veritable mere del. 
calfe. Et si elle ne voudroist laiser sucer al calfe, ceo prouve 
seulement que la cowe estoit mere unnaturelle. Mes le def. 
ne warrantoit que la calfe fust naturelle fille del cowe, mes 
al contrarie, nes en loyal matrimonie: et le def. uncore tient 
le pere. Et es posible que la cowe voudroist punir sa fille 
pur mauvoise conduite; et pur ceo raison moy semble que la 
calfe es fille veritable del cowe, et le def. aura jugement. 

Le reste del argument, qui estoit longue et scavant sur la 
nature del mamelle, et sur ceo que la cowe refusoit pur estre 
malade la mamelle, jeo ne pouvois entendre; car jeo fus dis- 
turb pur mes propres affaires. 

Et le jury fut longement et griefvement en doubt de cet 
matiere et mult bien trouble en debat; mes al fin verdict; 
et judgement pur le def. 

Et sur ceo, motion pour novel tryal, sur discoverie de novel 
evidence, que la dite cowe es actuellement enceinte; et fut 
argue que est contrarie al nature fust mere del. calfe vendu, 
pur estre tant courte le temps. 

Et Cur, Ad. Vult. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND —_— LAW ASSOCIA: 


On ConTRACTS ON SALE OF PROPERTY.* 

I have ventured to offer to you a few remarks on con- 
tracts on sale of property; they will necessarily include 
conditions of sale by auction as well as agreements by 
private contract, for these are essentially the same, so muclt 
so, that where a property has not been sold by auction the 
conditions ef sale are converted with very little alteration 

* By Mr. R. A, Payne, Liverpool, pote 
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into a private ment. But though the tenor of the two 
documents is the same, the circumstances connected with 
the origin of each are a different, and in this respect— 
that in the case of the conditions of sale the purchaser very 
often does not know the terms of the conditions under 
which he is purchasing, but in the case of the private 
contract he does, because he has the opportunity of reading 
the draft agreement over with his attorney, and taking his 
advice before signing it. My reason for saying the pur- 
chaser by auction very often does not know the terms of 
the conditions under which he purchases is, that he does not 
hear the conditions read because of the talking going on, or 
of the bad reading of the auctioneer, or, if he does, he does 
not understand them, and he bids a good deal in the dark, 
but, probably, under this idea, that if others bid for the pro- 
og d he may venture to bid also, if within his limits, and if 

e become the purchaser he finds he is let in for expenses 
he was not aware of, and as to which he made no calculation 
in the amount he bid. 

From these remarks you will readily infer that I am about 
to complain of the very stringent nature of all these con- 
tracts as against a purchaser, and I have often turned in my 
mind how is it that the fact is so, and I have concluded that 
it arises from the circumstance that these contracts are 
always prepared by the vendor's solicitor, and he deems it 
his duty to protect his client from all unforeseen or possible 

nse. 

propose to call your attention to two or three of the most 
objectionable clauses in these agreements, which you have all 
doubtless met with, and I am persuaded there are many other 
clauses to be complained of which many of you can call to 
your recollection, which have not crossed my path, but 
which I hope to hear brought forward to-day if any dis- 
cussion takes ae on this paper. 

The first clause I would refer to is that which provides 
that all deeds required to be seen by the purchaser, and not 
in the vendor’s possession, shall be produced at the pur- 
chaser’s expense—I do not give the exact words out of any con- 
tract, for the clause differs so mnch in different contracts, 
and some are so very wordy as if to cover every possible 
contingency, but I give you the substance of the clause I 
want you to consider. A very little reflection will show the 
injustice of this clause. A vendor knows, or ought to know, 
where his title deeds are, and can ascertain the probable expense 
of producing them ; he can, therefore (if he deem it necessary), 

rd against such expense by increasing his reserved bid ; 

ut a purchaser is all in the dark, he knows nothing of the 

character of the title, nor the length of the abstract, and, 

therefore, he cannot have an idea of the expense he may be in- 

volved in by this clause ; for his attorney cannot inform him 

how many professional men may have to be paid for pro- 
ducing deeds, nor the extent of their charges. 

Take a case in point. I had an elaborate contract sent me 
lately for perusal, in respect of a £38,000 purchase, of course 
with this clause in, to which I objected, and not without 
good reason, for the vendor held the property under a con- 
tract only, and therefore was making the purchaser liable 
for all the expenses of producing all the deeds set forth ina 
long abstract, and which included three distinct titles ; or, 
take another case—I perused a contract lately for the pur- 
chaser of a house only £700 in value. I objected to this 
clause, but was met with the usual answer, that it was 
the ordinary clause, was in all such agreements, and 
was promulgated and adopted by the Liverpool Law 
Society ; I still objected, as my client did not wish to be in- 
volved in an uncertain expense in so small a matter, and at 
length the point was yielded to me, and then came agood reason 
why the vendor’s attorney might well press this clause upon 
me ; he had to give me written requests to three Liverpool 
attorneys and an attorney in London to produce to me, at 
the vendor's expense, several of the deeds mentioned in the 
abstract ; and I know that one of the Liverpool attorneys’ 
charges exceeded £4. Now, the deeds had to be produced, 
and, co uently, expenses jad to be incurred ; and who so 
proper, as between vendor and purchaser, to bear that ex- 
= as the vendor? and the purchaser's expenses were 

rge enough from the accidental, but not uncommon cir- 
camstance, of his having purchased property to which so 
many deeds related. 

It should seem from the case of Bartlett v. Wood, 2 L. T. 
144, that Vice-Chancellor Stuart expressed an opinion favour- 
able to the use of printed conditions in sales by auction, but 
assigns no reason ; we may however infer that it was, that the 
same can be procured before the sale as well as circulated 





among the attendants at the sale, and so all may have the 
opportunity of reading the conditions before bidding, th, 
same as in a chancery sale ; but his remarks cannot be ex. 
tended to sanction the use of a set form to be used at every 
sale and purchasable at the law stationer’s, because, as , 
professional friend writes to me, individually I disapproye of 
printed forms, as often containing stipulations which the 
particular case does not require, and therefore, to that ex. 
tent, damaging to the sale; whilst, on the other hand, g 
reliance on printed forms often leads to the omission of 
necessary conditions. 

Take another clause—namely, that which says that if the 
purchaser make an objection to the title which the vendo 
cannot, or is unwilling to remove, he may abandon the 
contract, and return the purchaser his deposit without 
interest or expense, and without any compensation what. 
ever. This is very stringent and one-sided, and is enough 
to deter anyone from becoming a purchaser. The remark 
already made that the vendor knows the character of his 
own title, while the purchaser is wholly ignorant of it, 
will apply with greater force to this clause than to the one 
just considered. How strange it is that such a clause is 
ever agreed to by a purchaser. If a vendor have a defective 
title, let him pay the penalty in the shape of costs for offer. 
ing his property for sale under an assumed good title. How 
monstrous to contemplate that an unfortunate purchaser is 
to incur the great disappointment of losing what he con. 
sidered a good bargain, as also interest on his deposit, and 
incur a debt with his attorney, perhaps £15 or £20, and pay 
for the production of deeds as well as counsel fees. Let us 
consider this point, as we did the last, practically. 

I have perused a contract lately where the deposit paid 
was £4,000. A lengthy abstract is now before counsel, and 
he has made requisitions which have been partly answered, 
and the matter is now, as we say, hanging in the wind. 
Now, suppose the unanswered requisitions cannot be satisfac. 
torily disposed of, how hard upon my client to be told by the 
vendor that he finds he cannot make out a good title, or that 
he declines because it will be expensive, and, therefore, in 
honest compliance with his contract, returns him his deposit; 
this leaves the purchaser in this position—that he lost what 
he conceived was an advantageous purchase, that he is minus 
the interest on his £4,000 (say £50 for three months), that 
he owes me my charges for investigating the title and ex- 
amining the deeds, perhaps involving one or two journies, 
and this, for the argument, we may guess at (including the 
counsel's fee), another £50, and besides all this he is taken 
by surprise, and left to seek another investment for his 
money. Why should these things be? And why should 
clauses be introduced to contravene the common law of the 
land,* because we know that without such special agreement, 
the vendor, where he cannot make out a good title, must pay 
(and very properly so) to the purchaser interest on the de- 
posit, and all costs of investigating the title. See Jurman y. 
Egleston, 5 Car. & P. 172; Pownset v. Fuller, 17 C. B. 660; 
Sikes v. Wild, 7 Jur. N.S. 1280; and other cases. In fact, 
under this condition a vendor may be tempted to enter into 
an agreement for the sale of property, knowing that his title 
is defective ; if the defects escape detection, so much the 
better for him ; but if the blot be discovered he is no worse 
off beyond his attorney’s charges, and he has had the benefit 
of counsel’s opinion on his title at another person’s expense. 

Let me trouble you with but one more out of many other 
objectionable conditions, namely, that the purchaser must 
pay for all acknowledgments of deeds by married women, 
proof of heirships, declarations of identity, cwm multis aliis 
too numerous to mention. If the vendor has obtaineda 
proper conveyance when he purchased the property, these 
aeaguse to patch up the neglect of his attorney would be 
wholly unnecessary, and, by omitting them, he would stand 


a better chance of obtaining a fair price for his property than 
by surrounding the conditions of sale with such stringent 


protections. y should a purchaser be asked to pay any 
expense attendant upon a vendor making out a good title! 
If he has taken a title which yet needs some expense to 
make it marketable, he should not be allowed to saddle that 
expense upon a purchaser. 

A client will often run the risk of the expense of his at- 
torney ptr the abstract so as to ascertain the probable 
expense these clauses will involve him in; but, on applying 
for it, the vendor's solicitor readily says “ It is unusual to de- 

* All special agreements are introduced to contravene the common 
law of the land—ie., the bargain which the law would, if left to itself, 
have implied from the res geste, 
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liver the abstract before the contract is signed, and I cannot 
allow you to see the state of the title at present.” Now, 
suppose a person in Canterbury to propose to sell to his 
friend a steamer lying at Dover, for a sum named, which 
was the fair value, but he must take it with all defects ; if 
she had no rudder and no bowsprit the purchaser must 
supply them at his own cost. ‘‘No,” says the purchaser, 
= [ will go to Dover first and see the ship, and, if I find I 
must incur the expense of these necessary appendages, I 
shall offer you less than your price.” Now all this is very 
business-like and straightforward, but in the case of the 
purchase of property it is very different; for there the 
vendor says you must sign me a contract to pay the agreed 

rice first, and afterwards you shall have the privilege of 
finding out how much more you will have to pay. 

If you attempt to reason with the vendor’s attorney in 
hopes of modifying these clauses, his ready answer is as 
‘follows, or something like it, ‘‘ Why do you want to go be- 
yond the usual practice of the profession, you know these 
are the ordinary terms to be found in all printed conditions 
of sale, and adopted also by the Court of Chancery, and 
these are absolutely necessary in order to protect a vendor 
from the great expense he might incur by unreasonable de- 
mands of the purchaser’s solicitor for documents and evi- 
dence which he would willingly forego if the purchaser had 
to pay for them.” This protection against the inroads of the 

acheae's solicitor is to my mind a very lame argument, 

scause we all know what a purchaser can require and what 
he cannot require, and what he can require the vendor 
ought to be —— to supply him with ; and to urge the 
point that these contracts are in the ordinary form, and, 
therefore, must’ not be altered, is simply to say that they 
have reached the summit of perfection, and that improve- 
ment is impossible. 

Another argument I have met with is, ‘‘Oh! it is as 
‘broad as it is long, for if you feel the pressure of these 
‘clauses now as a purchaser, you will have the benefit of 
them when you are a vendor.” This argument is but super- 
ficial, for the party who is a purchaser may never be a 
vendor. Many a man buys a property who never thinks of 
selling it ; but if otherwise then I turn the argument on my 
‘opponent, and say to him, ‘‘ Well it ¢s as broad as it is long, 
for if you feel the pressure of my more reasonable contract 
now when you are a vendor, you will have the benefit of the 
‘same when you are a purchaser.” 

Now, what is the conclusion of the whole matter? In 
my humble judgment it is this:—that these contracts 
should be greatly relaxed in favour of the purchaser ; that 
in the event of a bad title the vendor should return the 
deposit with interest, and pay all reasonable expenses ; that 
all necessary production of deeds, as well as the cost of all 
documents and evidence, should be at the cost of the vendor, 
which the purchaser can reasonably require. In fact, I 
would go back to old times, and introduce a clause which I 
find in “‘ Higmore on Conveyances,” which, under the head 
of ‘Agreement for Sales,” runs thus :—‘‘That the execu- 
tions of all fines and recoveries (if any necessary), and the 
making out the title, and such other expenses as are usually 
wo by vendors upon sale by private contract, shall be 

orne by the said vendor.” I would suggest to solicitors of 
vendors always to know the charecter of their client’s title, 
which would enable them, in various instances, to omit 
many of the clauses of which I am complaining; and to 
purchasers’ solicitors I would say, ‘‘do not allow any client 
to purchase property at any auction if such are the condi- 
tions, nor to sign any agreement by private contract, if the 
vendor's solicitor insist on retaining these clauses. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


HILARY TERM. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The Examiners have appointed Thursday, the 17th 
January, 1867, for the intermediate examination of persons 
under articles of clerkship to attorneys. Candidates are to 
attend on that day at half-past nine in the forenoon at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane. The 
examination will commence at ten o'clock precisely, and 
close at four o'clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the secretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society on or before the 3rd January. 





Frvau EXAMINATION. 

The Examiners have appointed Tuesday, the 13th, and 
Wednesday, the 16th January, for the examination of per- 
sons applying to be admitted attorneys. Candidates are to 
heed on those days at half-past nine in the forenoon of 
each day, at the Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, 
Chancery-lane. The examination will commence at ten 
o’clock precisely, and close at four o’clock. 

Articles, &c., to be left with the secretary of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, on or before the 10th January. 

In all other respects the regulations for this examination 
are exactly similar to those already published. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quoratrion, Dec. 27, 1866. 
[From the Official List of the actual > usiness transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 903 Annui jies, April, ’85 13 
Ditto for Account, Jan. 10, 903 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 89 Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. 10 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 894 Ditto, £500, Do 10 pm 
Do. 33 per Cent., Jan, 94 Ditto, £100 & £200, Do 10 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank f England Stock, 6} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. 76 — Ct. (last -year) 250 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 
INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
India Stock, 10} p Ct. Apr. ’74— Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72 1004 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, ’79 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70 1072 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. 788 Do. Bo. 5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000, pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 84} | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, pm 20 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 








by Price 
No. of} Dividend per 
shares} per annum Names. ‘Shares. 
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5 per cent} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life 
40 pe & bs; County... eve eee 
8 per cent/ Eagle on one oes 
711s 8d pe] Equity and Law ... pam 
72 2s 10d pe| English & Scot. Law Life’ 
5 per cent | Equitable Reversionary... 
5 percent] Do. New... eco 
5 & 3pshb} Gresham Life 
5 per cent] Guardian ... ete ase 
7 per cent] Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 
8} per cent] Imperial Life ...  .. 
10 per cent] Law Fire ... 
324 pr cent} Law Life ... . 
6 6-7 pr ct} Law Union os one 
6s p share| Legal & General Life ... 
5 per cent| London & Provincial Law 
10 percent} North Brit. & Mercantile 
124 & bnsj| Provident Life ... ove 
20 per cent] Royal Exchange... 
63 percent} Sun Fire... ... 
be Do. Life ... 


RAILWAY STOCK. 
Railways. 
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Bristol and Exeter 
Celedoni 





Glasgow and South-Western 
Great Eastern Ordi Stoc 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* | 100 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 100 
Great Western— Origi 100 
Do., West Midland—Oxford. 
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London and South-Western .. 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 
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North London 
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MonEy MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

When everybody is making holiday it is not likely that busi- 
ness on ’Change can be brisk, but the little that has been doing 
shows that the tendency, when we shall have seen the close of 
the year, is towards firmness in prices, coupled with returning 
confidence on the part of the investing public. The many 
failures of 1866, however, are not likely to be soon forgotten. 
Hundreds of innocent, trusting people are, at this moment, suf- 
fering most acutely from the losses which they have sustained 
in the memorable year which witnessed the collapse of the 
widely famed, and as widely confided in, firm of Overend, 
Gurney, & Co. The revelations which have been made during 
the winding-up of many of the limited companies of recent 
formation prove the reckless manner in which they were formed, 
and how ill-advised was the management that issued in im- 
mediate and overwhelming loss. To refer to the most recent 
instance—Barned’s Banking Company. This bank is sworn to 
have been floated with a colossal deficit, and in the short space 
of eight months its aggregate losses amounted to no less than 
£1,600,000—£200,000 per month. Under these circumstances, 
on Saturday last, Mr. Church refused, upon the application of 
the official liquidator, to make the enormous oan of £40 per 
share until the list of creditors is complete. It is to be hoped 
we shall have no “ Black Friday” in the year upon which we 
are entering. 

Business in the market for English funds has, like every 
other class, been dull, many, if not most of the principal dealers 
and jobbers, being absent. Consols were last called 904 to 903 
for money, and 90% to 903 for account. 

It was not expected that any change would be made, and the 
Bank minimum remains unaltered. At the close of the year it 
may be interesting to notice that from 1704 to 1814, a period of 
111 years, there were but five changes from 4 to 5, and from 5 
to 4 percent. From 1815 to 1885 there were but three varia- 
tions, the highest 5 and the lowest 4 per cent. From 1836 to 
1843 there were eight changes, the highest point reached being 
6 percent. From 1844 to 1858 there were forty-nine variations 
between 2.and 10 per cent. From 1859 to 1863 we had forty- 
four changes, ranging from 2 to 8 per cent.; and in 1865 and 
1866 there have been thirty variations from 8 to 10 per cent. 

Foreign stocks have partaken of the general quietude, and 
prices are unaltered to any appreciable extent. 

Railway shares meet with but little inquiry, and prices are 
universally heavy. 

Railway property continues to be seized by creditors. The 
por a bs Castle line, opened about six months since, has been 
seized, a bailiff being placed at each terminus, and one accom- 
panying the trains, so that the traffic may not be interfered 
ie The Cambrian has also been seized by a creditor for 

Very few transactions have occurred in bank shares. The 
last prices are:—London and County,-634 and 644; London 
and Westminster at 96; Consolidated, 44 and 43; City, 143 
and 15; Chartered Bank of China, 16 and 16}; Chartered Mer- 
snd 4a 344; Union of Australia, 495; Union of London, 44} 
an q 

The ninth annual meeting of the Alliance Bank (Limited) will 
be held on the 17th of January. 

Insurance, Finance, Credit, Discount, and Miscellaneous 
shares generally are quiet, There has been a little animation 
with regard to the Belgian Public Works Company’s shares, 
and they are now quoted at 1} to 1} premium. 

The dividend of four shillings in the pound in Overend, 
Gurney, & Co. (Limited) has been announced for payment to- 
day, to-morrow, and Saturday. 

he official liquidator of the Humber Ironworks Company 
will pay a dividend of four shillings in the pound on the 2nd 
of January. 

The trial of James Freeling Wilkinson, late manager of the 
Joint-Stock Discount Company, has been pestponed till the 
next sessions of the Central Criminal Court. 

The half-yearly interest to the 25th inst, at the rate of 5s. per 
share, will payable by the English and Scottish Law Life 
Assurance Association on January 10th. 

An extraordinary eral meeting of proprietors and persons 
assured in the Clerical, Medical, and General Life Assurance 
Society, will be held on the 3rd of January, to declare a bonus 
out of profits for the last five years. 

In the matter of the Inns of Court Hotel Compan 
(Limited), a meeting was held before Vice-Chancellor Wood’s 
chief clerk on Saturday last, for the purpose of appointing 
liquidators. Mr. Bewley (Secretary) and Mr. Nichols ‘aston. 
ant) were proposed; but after discussion, the chief clerk ad- 
journed the summons to be dealt with by the Vice-Chancellor at 
the close of the Vacation. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE NEW AUCTION MART. 
Dec. 21.—By Messrs. Nonron, Tarst, & Co. 
Leasehold residence, No. 3, Eldon-road; let at £45 per annum ; term 
aud ground rent similar to above—Sold for €530, 








Leasehold, 5 houses, Nos. 7 to 11, Westbourne-grove North, Bays. 
water, producing £146 per annum; term 80 years unexpired, at 
£35 per annum—Sold for £1,320, 

Leasehold residence, No. 4, Eldon-road ; let at £50 per annum; term 
and ground rent similar to above—Sold for,£450. 

Leasehold residence, No. 5, Eldon-road ; let at £50 per annum ; term 
and ground rent similar to above—Sold for £450. 

Leasehold resideuce, No. 6, Eldon-road ; let at £50 per annum ; term 
and ground rent similar to above—Sold for £450. 

Leasehold ,3 houses, Nos. 53 to 55, Paradise-street, High-street, Lam- 

th, producing £94 14s, per annum ; term, 99 years from 1849, at 
£30 per annum— Soild for £380. 

Leasehold, 12 houses, Nos. 1 to 12, St. Thomas’s-terrace, St. James. 
street, Old Kent-road, producing £187 4s. per annum; term, 99 
years from 1851, at £48 per annum—Sold for 1,150. 

Leasehold, 5 houses, Nos, 1 to 5, Oak-terrace, Old Dover-road, Black. 
heath, producing £140 per annum; term, 94 years from 1850, at 
£16 per annum—Sold for £950, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
HALL—On Dec, 19, at Ely, the wife of G. S, Hall, Esq., Solicitor, ofa 


son. 

PATTISON—On Dee. 22, at Watford, Herts, the wife of H. J. Pattison, 
Esq., Solicitor, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

CHADWICK—GRUNDY—On Dec, 22, at All Saints, Stand, Frederic 
Thomas Chadwick, Esq., The Grange, Wilmslow, to Mary Edith, 
eldest daughter of Alfred Grundy, Esq., Underley, Stand, 

FENN—OMMANEY--On Dec. 20, at East Sheen, C. Fenn, Esq., Mis- 
bourne, Bucks, to Georgiana, daughter of the late M. C. Ommaney, 
Esq., Judicial Commissioner at Lucknow. ; 

GRUNDY—FARRAR—On Dec. 6, at St. John’s Church, Higher 
Broughton, near Manchester, Edmund Atkinson Grundy, Esq., Bury 
and Manchester, to Jane Hobson, daughter of the late J, Hobson 
Farrar, Esq., of Holmfirth, Yorkshire. 

DEATHS. ~ 

ELMSLEY—On Dec. 20, at Derby, W. Elmsley, Esq., Q.C., Darley 
Hall, near Matlock, Judge of the Derby County Court, age 69. 

HART—On Dec. 22, at Reigate, Eliza, the wife of T. Hart, Esq., Soli- 
citor, Reigate. 

JACKSON—On Dec. 20, at Barkham-terrace, Lambeth-road, Sarah, 
wife of R. Jackson, Esq., Solicitor, formerly of Craven-street, Strand, 
and County-terrace, New Kent-road. 

KIRKMANN—On Dec. 20, at his Chambers, Chancery-lane, A. Kirk- 
mann, Esq., Barrister, Chancery-lane. a 

MALLAM—On Dec. 22, Goldwin, child of-G. Mallam, Esq., Solicitor, 
Oxford, uge 4. 

PONCIONE—On Dec. 20, at Charlotte-street, Fitzroy-square, Mary 
Ann, wife of J. P, Poncione, Esq., Raymond’s-buildings, Solicitor. 
ROWDEN—On Dec. 23, at College-crescent, Hampstead, Ada, infant 

daughter of F. Rowden, Esq., Barrister. i 

SKIRROW—On Dec. 21, at Coddington-place, Brighton, W. Skirrow, 

Esq., Q.C , age 82. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months:— 

Cox, Pamir Zacnarian, Harewood Hall, Essex, Esq., and Rosert 
Henry BARTHOLOMEW, New-inn, Middlesex, Esq. £2,109 Os. 4d, 
Reduced £3 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by org Key Atkinson, 
Spinster, Leonard Hicks, and Leonard Hopwood Hicks, executors 
of said P, Z. Cox, survivor. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


UMinding-up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, Dec, 21, 1866. 
LiMITED IN CHANCERY. : 
Hampstead Brewery Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 18, to send their names and addresses, and the parti- 
culars of their debts or claims, to Edward Moore, 20, East India- 
chambers, Leadenhall-st, official liquidator. Monday, Jan 28 at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 





claims. 

Spitalfields Silk Weaving Canaponty (Taanltod)vr-B ditors are required 
on or before Jan 21, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Bertram Smart, 
38, Gresham-st. Monday, Feb 4 at 12.30, is apponted for hearing 
and adjudicating upou the debts and claims. 5 

Freehold Land and Brick Making Company (Limited).—Creditors are 
required, on or before Jan 18, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Scott, 2, 
Bond-ct, Walbrook. Friday, Feb 8 at 11, is appointed for hearing, 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Financial Insurance mpgny Demite) — {ee Chenetit Stuart has, 
by an order made Dec 15, ordered that the voluntary winding bs 
of this company be continued. Oreditors are requ to send f 
particulars of their debts, — the amount and consideration 
thereof, to the liquidators, 8, Walbrook, on or before Jan 29. 

Metropolitan and Provincial Bank (Limited).—Petition to wind up, 

resented Dec 11,appointed to be heard before the Master ef the 
Rolls on Dec 21, is withdrawn. Pawle & Co, New-inn, Strand, solici- 
tors for the petitioner. 

Frederick Symons & Company (Limited),—The Master of the Rolls 
has, by an order dated Dec 15, ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of this company be continued.. Linklater & Co, Walbrook, soli- 


citors for the petitioner, 
General Trading Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, 
by an order dated Dec 7, ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
this company be continued. Pulbrook, Threadneedle-st, solicitor 


for the petitioners. 
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ts’ Company (Limited),—Creditors are required, on or before 

Jan 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 

their debts or claims, to George Augustus Cape, 8, Old Jewry, official 

r. Thursday, Jan 41 at |, is appointed for hearing and 

judicating upon the debts and claims. 

West Bank Iron Company (Limited)..-The Master of the Rolls has, 

by an order dated Aug 1, appointed Herbert Charles Langton, jun, 
Liverpool, official liquidator. 


London Court Tailors’ Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 17, directed to be heard before Vice-Ohancellor 
James, at his chambers, 6, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, on Jan 
16at 4. Sale & Co, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioners, 

Lantrissant Iron & Coal Company (Li:nited).—Petition for winding 
up, presented Dec 17, directed to be l...rd before the Master of the 
Rolls on Jan 12. Wrentmore & Son, |.'ncoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

County Life Assurance Company.—Creditors are requiréd, on or before 
Jan 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Edmands & Mayhew, Carey-st, Lincoln’s- 
inn. Friday, Feb 1 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims. 

TuEsDaY, Dec, 25, 1866, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Leeswood Iron Company (Limited).—Creditors are uired, on or 
before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to John Ledward, Chester. Feb 21 at 
lisappointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


Bersham Paper Company (Limited).—Creditors are —. on or 
before Jan 23, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to William Westcott, 35, Coleman-st, 
offiicial liquidator. Feb 11 at 11 is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims. 

London and County Coal Company (Limited).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the 

iculars of their debts and claims, to William Hopkins Holy- 
d, 13, Gresham-st, official liquidator. Jan 29 at 12 is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Anglo-Danish and Baltic Steam Navigation Company (Limited).— 
Vice-Chancellor Wood has, by an order dated Dec 3, appointed 
Edward Hart, 57, Moorgate-st, to be official liquidatur, Buckle, 
Eastcheap, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Balmgate Silk Yarn Works (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
pagel 22, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Jan 12. 

Nowgong Tea Company of Assam (Limited).—By an order made by 
the Master of the Rolls, dated Dec 13, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Harrison & Co, Old Jewry, solicitors 
for the company. 

Smith, Knight, & Co. (Limited).—By an order made by the Master of 
the Rolls, dated Dec 18, it was ordered that the voluntary wind- 
ing-up of the above company be continued. Harcourt & Macarthur, 
King’s Arms-yd, Coleman-st, solicitors to the petitioner. 

Hafod Hotel Company (Limited).—By an order made by the Master 
of the Rolls, dated Dec 15, it was ordered that the voluntary wind- 
ing-up of the above ar be continued, Marsden, Walbrook, 
solicitor for the company, having the carriage of the order, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Farpay, Dec. 21, 1866. 
Wimborne Friendly Society, New Townhall, Wimborne Minster, 
Dorset. Dec 18. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, Dec. 2), 1866. 
Armstrong, Robt, Carlisle, Cumberland,Gent. Jan 15, Wright» 
sh, V.C. Malins. i ; 
Davis, Rev. Robt, Carmington, Somerset, Clerk. Jan 26, Davisv 
Davis, M. R. . 
Desplan, Abraham David, Bath, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Jan 
22. Davey v White, V. C. Stuart. 
Everett, Ann, Enfield, Widow. Jan 21. Thring wv Lee, M. R. 
Hobson, Wm, Desttagton, Dacha, Tron Merchant. Janl5. Back- 
house v Hobson, M. R. 
Longthorn, John, Leeds, York, Engineer. Jan 18. Longthorn » 
Greenhow, V. C. Stuart. 
Melland, Geo Stephen, Leader-st, Chelsea, Gunmaker. Jan2I. Cole 
v Melland, V. C. Malins, 
Middlebrook, Jas, Reedness, Whitgift, York, Gent. Jan30. Middle- 
brook v Middlebrook, Stuart. 
Parkinson, Joseph, Halifax, York, Gent. Jan 31. Parkinson v Par- 
kinson, V. C. Stuart. 
Ring, Richd, Hambledon, Southampton, Esq. Feb 1. Newcombe v 
Woods Joka, Wilowetee) Chat 
» John, Willow-ter, Charlton, Boilermaker. 2. i 
Wood, V. 0. Wood. » Charlton, Boilermaker. Jan 1 Swain v 
Tvusspay, Dec, 25, 1865. 
Barr, Walter, Millwall, Rivet Dealer. Jan 30.. Rose » Cotterill, M. R. 
Campbell, Colin, Norfolk-st, Strand, Colonel. Jan 24, Campbell v 
Preeth, V. C. Stuart, 
Hodder, Anna Eliz, Jersey. Jan 21, Hodder v Gilbert, M. R. 
Phillips, Jas, Bush-lane. Feb 1. Thornton v Phillips, V.C. Stuart. 
be 4 Nata Hammersmith, Builder. Jan 7. Judd v Willis, 
+ C, Wood. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 85. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frinar, Dec. 21, 1866. 
eo, Wm, Clevedon, Somerset, Esq. March 20, Brittan & Sons, 


Collyer, Joseph, Podford-sq, Gent. Jan 23, Collyer, Bedford-sq. 





Coxon, Hy, Loxley, Uttoxeter, Stafford,Gent. Feb 16. Hand, Ut- 
ete f 


toxeter. 

Croft, Richd, Hexham, Northumberland, Esq. Feb 15. Domville, 
& Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. , 

Guthrie, Sophia, Scotscalder, Caithness, Scotland, Widow. Jan 31, 

e, Gresham-house, Old Broad-st, 
——— Penrhyn Castle, Carnarvon, Valet. Feb8. Roberts & 
‘0, Bangor, 

Jones, Jas, Prescot, Lancaster, Tool Maker. Feb1. Ward, Prescot, 

Jones, Thos, Bristol, Silk Mercer. March 20. Bensons, Bristol. 

inne. Hy. King’s-rd, Chelsea, Builder. Feb!. Giraud, Furnival’s- 
inn 


Lomas, Wm, Lozells, Aston-juxta-Birm, Warwick, Tin Plateworker. 
Feb 1. Wills, Birm. : 

Dee. Salisbury, Wilts, Brewer. March 1. Hodding & Co, 

is! . 

Pokorny, Fras Maurice, Fish-st-hill, Merchant. Jan 1, Mackeson & 
Goldring, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Surridge. Rosetta, Mico’s Almhouses, Stepney, Widow. Jan 26, 
Smith & Son, Furnival’s-inn, 

Willifer, Robt Thos Jas, Addlestrop, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan 31, 
Sewell & Co, Stow-on-the-Wold. 

Turspay, Dec, 25, 1866, 

Angell, Saml, Abbey Lodge, Chertsey, Esq. Feb 28, Paine & Layton, 
Gresham House, Old Broad-st. 

Bell, Richd, South-st, Wandsworth, Gent. Jan 28, Haynes, Serle-st, 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Black, John, Woodbury Lodge, Hanger-lane, Stamford-hill, Wax Vesta 
Manufacturer, Mar 22. Morten & Meadows, Bond-ct, Walbrook. 

Cartmell, John, High Berks, Westmorland, Gent. Feb 14. 
& Son, Kendal. 

Colman, Thos Edwd Tawell, Wymondham, Norfolk, Surgeon. Feb 9. 
Mitchell & Clarke, Wymondham. * 3 

Cottrell, Chas, Walthamstow, Essex. Jan 22. Chamberlain, Basing- 


hall-st. 
Clarkson, Geo, Huggate, York, Farmer. Mar!. Seymours & Blyth, 
k 


York. 
Dudley, Paul, Leicester, Attorney. Mar25. Miles & Co, Leicester. 
Faulkner, Geo, Wood-green, Tottenham, Esq. Feb 10. Gregory & 
Co, Bedford-row. 
Forest, Robt, Montague-pl, Clapham-rd, Esq. Jan 31. Powys, 


Russell-sq. 

Gatcombe, Joseph Ruscombe, North Petherton, Somerset, Gent, 
Jan 2l. Ruddock & Auber, Bridgewater. 

Hoyes, Janet, South Stoneham, Hants. Feb 28. Shaw & Fraser, Fur- 
nival’s-inn. 

Morton, Wm Hy, Biggleswade, Bedford, Ironmonger. Mar 25. Hooper 
& Raynes, Biggleswade. 

Moulding, Jas, Horbury, York, Farmer. Feb 1. Holt & Sons, Horbury. 

Thomas, John Jonas, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Brewer. Feb 1. Waldron, 


Cardiff. F 
Thornton, Richd, Old Swan Wharf, fenton beiham, Esq. Jan 31. 


Jones & Arkcoll, Tooley-st, Southwark. 4 : 
Viney, Wm, Tiverton, Devon, Currier. Mar 25. Partridge, Tiverton. 
Woodward, Chas, Weston-st, Upper Norwood. Jan 26. Blake & Snow, 

College-hill, Cannon-st. 

Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 

Frray, Dec. 21, 1866. 
Abberley, Wm, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Cab Proprietor. Deo 


15. Asst. Reg Dec 19. 
Anderson, Mary Judith, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer, Nov 23. 


Asst. Reg Dec 20. : 
Benthall, ay. Chatham-pl, Blackfriars, Contractor. Dec 19. Comp. 
Re; 21. 
Birch, Jas, Broadstairs, Kent, Grocer. Nov 26. Comp. Reg Dec 20. 
— Wm Hy, Ramsgate, Kent, Photographist. Decl. Comp. Reg 


c 19. 
Cook, Jas, Bradford, York, Wheelwright. Dec8. Asst. Reg Dec 20. 
Cooper, Fredk, Amwell-st, Clerkenwell, Builder. Dec5. Comp. Reg 
8 


Dec 18. 

Cooper, Geo, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, House Decorator. Nov 28. Asst, 
Reg Dec 19. 

Davies, Richd, Aberdovey, Merioneth, Mercer. Decl]. Comp. Reg 
Dec 21. 

Demerque, Geo Cotton, Twickenham, Gent. Nov 28. Comp. Reg 
Dec | 


Edwards, H Bristol, Wine Merchant. Nov 30. Asst. Reg Dec 19. 
awards’ Wor, Birm. Silversmith. Dec 13. Asst. _ Reg Dec 19. 
Folbigg, Obadiah, Tempsford, Bedford, Farmer. Nov 28. Comp. Reg 


Dec 18. , 
Franklin, Chas, Ramsgate, Kent, Woollen Draper. Nov2l. Comp. 
Reg Dec 18. 
Garside, Wm. Stockport, Chester, Baker. Nov 24. Asst. Reg Dec 20. 
Gauteroger, Jas, Huddersfield, York, Cotton Warp Agent. Dec 5. 


Asst. Reg Dec 20. e 
Gill, Wm, Staups Mill, Todmorden, York, Calico Manufacturer, Nov 


22. Asst. Reg Dec 21. 

Gill, Wm, Lincola's-inn-fields, Esq. -Nov2!. Asst. Reg Dec 19. 

Hackworth, John, Grantham, Lincoln, Grocer. Nov 2l. Conv. 
Reg Dec 19. : 

Hall, Richa, Kingston-upon-Hull,Comm Merchant, Nov 22. Asst. 
Reg Deo 19. : 

Handley, Eliz, Greenheys, nr Manch, out of business. Dec 3. Comp. 
Re 2). 

Bou, Thos, and Ephraim ata yo Stafford, Manufacturers 
of Earthenware. Dec8. Comp. Reg . 

Holden, Richd, Manch, Sewing Machine Maker. Deo 18, Comp. Reg 
Dec 20. f 

Hunt, Andrew, Herne Bay, Kent, Chemist. Dee 7. Comp. Reg 
Deo 21. 

Hunt, Geo, Birm, Crinoline Manufacturer. Dec 10. Comp. Reg 

19. f : 

Jackson, Clayton, & Thomas Woodcock, Brighouse, York, Machine 
Makers. Deo 10. Asst. ~—— ai. 

James, Edwin Chas, Landport, Southampton, Currier, Nov 22. Asst. 
Reg Dee 19, 
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—,_ wn. Wolverhampton, Stafford, Japanner. Dec 3. Asst. 

Kasey Sohn try a Lower Wonersh Mill, Surrey, Miller. Nov 24. 
Reg Dec 

Lacey, seman. ‘iinehan, Denn Grocer. Dec4. Asst. Reg 


Langdon, Wm, agate Bedford-row, Picture Frame Maker. Dec 
15. Comp. z Dec 21. 

ey, Chas, sronhon Bedford, Farmer. Nov23. Asst. RegDec 19. 

—_ Joseph, & John Willets, Birm, Factors. Nov 22. Comp. Reg 


Macklin, : Albert, gyi Belsize-rd, Clerk in the Admiralty. 
Dec 14. Asst, g Dec 
gy emery ty Mindset Old Bond-st, Photographer. Dec 18. Comp. 


Reg 
Mason, Thos Fras, ——s Haversteck-hill, Dealer in Horses. 
m 
Melton, Robt, Hetheraghens, | Lincoln, Shopkeeper. Nov 27, Comp. 


site Irving, Gateshead, Durham,Grocer. Nov 21, Asst. Reg 


Morris, John, Towlan, Durham, Draper. Nov 26. Asst. Reg Dec 26, 
Messbaet Bawa John, War Office, Pall Mall, Clerk. Dec 14. Comp. 


Reg Dec 2 
ree hes ‘Cheltenham, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Decl. Asst. Reg 
Percy, John wey by: Rhyl-st, Kentish-town, Beershop Keeper. Dec 10. 
mp. Keg 
— Hy, North Ormesby, York, Joiner. Dec 14. Comp. Reg 


ey jenna, Houndsditch, Coffeehouse Keeper. Dec 12, Comp. 
— “3 Richd, Barnsbury-park, Journalist. Nov23. Asst. 


Ryding, Sam, & &Wm J ag Doon Clulow Ryding, Wortley, York, Corn Millers, 
ov 2 
ey Bowater, Kingsland Pianoforte Manufacturer. 
Dec 

graenesd; Geo, Tniont East-rd, City-rd, Cabinet Maker. Nov 23. 
Comp. Reg Dec 19. 

Simkiss, Meshach, West Bromwich, Stafford, Charter Master. Dec 11. 
Asst. Reg Dec 19. 

Sims, Jonathan, Stow-on-the-Wold, Gloucester, ee Dec 11. 
Asst. Reg Dec 19. 

Slater, John, Birm. Chemist. Dec3. Comp. Reg Dec 2 

— a Jas, Ross, Hereford, Hairdresser. Dec "Asst. Reg 


cans john Richardson, New Cross-rd, Builder. Dec 19. Comp. 
Re Foti 
) wg Robt, Wakefield, York, Shipwright. Nov 24. Asst. Reg 


Stonchoase, Jas oe, Blackfriars-rd, Oil and Colourman. Nov 23. 
omp 

Sutton, Robt, Birm, Builder. Nov 24. Asst. Reg Dec 21. 
— Edwd, Denham, Kent, Draper, Nov 29. Comp. Reg 


Thomas, Saml, Birm, Engineer. Nov22. Asst. Reg Dec 18. 
Upton, Chas, High-st, Poplar, Baker. Nov 24. Asst. Reg Dec 19. 
— on , Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Joiner. Doc 10. Comp. Reg 


bag am Garstang, Lancaster, Plumber. Dec 14. Asst. 
g Dec 20. 

Way, Kichd, Torquay, Devon, Bootmaker. Dec 3. Asst. Reg Dec 20. 
Webb, bee 0. , Whalley Range, nr Manch, Manufacturer, Dec 15. Comp. 


Wedgwood, Chas Ferdinand, Burslem, Stafford, Perfnmer. Nov 24, 
Comp. Reg Dec 20. 

Wheeler, Hy, Noble-st, Warehouseman. Nov 28. Comp. Reg Dec 20. 

—, Wn, Short-st, Finsbury, Auctioneer. Nov 23. Comp. Reg 


Williams, John, Old Gresien-st, City-rd, Sewing-machine Maker. 
Nov 21. Comp. 


Reg 
Wilson, Walter, ‘Byth, Nottingham, Grocer. Nov 27, Asst. Reg 


Woof, Geo, Lpool, Chair Manufacturer. Dec 14. Comp. Reg Dec 20, 
TvuEspAy, Dec. 25, 1866. 


ep Edwd, Sunderland, Durham, Linendraper. Dec 6. Asst, 


Aldred, Geo, ‘perby, Draper. Dec6. Comp. Reg Dec 24. 
a Alex, Prescot, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Dec 17. Asst. Reg 


Agi, Joseph, Princes-gardens, Broker. Nov 29. Comp. Reg 
— Fredk, Ebury-st, Pimlico, Gasfitter. Dec 21. Comp. Reg 
Besnon, hy ~ gene Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Farmer. Dec 12. Comp. 
nee. ~— Theodore, Furnival’s-inn, Architect. Dec 1. Comp. 


ec 
Bell, deka, Weomorthvorns, York, Surgeon, Dec!. Asst. Reg Dec 22, 
Bottomle ley, John, Tiverton, Devon, Draper, Nov 80, "Comp. Reg 


Dec 2: 
Bowoosk, Jo John, Manch, Floor’ Cloth Manufacturer. Dec 6. Asst. 
Bowen Was De Lowesmoor, Worcester, I 
— ie pu, r, Innkeeper. Nov 30. 
t, Rawmarsh, York, Grocer. Nov 24, Asst, Dec 21. 
Challoner, Edwd Wilson,  owenstinngote Tyne Oil Morente Nov 
mp. 


Cosa,’ ga Wm, Enahed Suffolk, Butcher. Nov 28. Asst. Reg 
Collier, thos Manch, Draper. Nov 29. Asst. Dec 24, 
Comfort, Jas, Bottle, Sussex, Builder. Dee 1. ast. Reg Dec 21. 
One Alfred, Percy-circus, Pentonville, Accountant. Dec 17. Comp. 


7g Dec 20. 
bg my Arundel Hill, Holbeck, York, Physician, Nov 3, Comp, Reg 





Dean, Joseph, rage eye Birm, Journeyman Plate Iron Worker, 
Nov 29. Asst. Reg Dec 24. 
— Joseph, Carleton, nr Carlisle, Farmer. Dec ll. Asst. Reg 


Dormand, neo Deo 30 North Shields, Northumberland, Grocer. Nov 28, 
Asst. 
Bagienhel, @ Fohn Walton, Lpool, Provision Dealer. Dec 18. Comp, 


mio, races, Workington, Cumberland, Grocer. Deo 13. Comp, 

Reg 24 

vans, Geo Hy London-st, Greenwich, Carver. Nov 28. Comp, 
Re 


Dec 2! 
Brass, ‘John, "& Saml —_ Walsall, Stafford, Bit Manufacturers. Nov _ 


28. Asst. Reg Dec 
Farley, Snr Richd, Goudhurst, Kent, Horse Dealer. Dec 17. Comp, 


Reg Dec 2 
—_ hah, Sheffield, Provision Dealey. Dec 17. Comp. Reg 

ic 24, 
Pale, Cornelius Wetherell, Brighton, Accountant. Nov 26. Comp, 


Dec 20. 
Gieakiln Albert, Fenchurch-st, Attorney. Dec8, Asst. Reg Dec 12, 
Goetz, Edwd batons Cratched Friars, Wine Merchant. Dec 19, 
Asst. Reg Dec 21 
Goulson, John, Shawell Lodge, Leicester. Dec ll. Asst. Reg Dec 24, 
— Robt, Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Builder, Dec 5. Asst. Reg 


Hareook, Albert Chapman, Uxbridge, Outfitter. Dec 7, Asst. Reg 
Dec 2 


Hemingyray, as, - York, Woollen Manufacturer. Nov 28, 
Comp. 
Hughes, Jas Edwd, Walsall, Stafford, Grocer. Dec 20, Asst. Reg 


clean, Jas, Birm, Factor. Decl4, Comp. Reg Dec 22. 

Kirkham, Thos Dale, & John Carey, a, Broughton, nr Mauch, 
Plasterers. Decl. Comp. Reg 24. 

Kirkham, Chas, Manch, Bootmaker. Dec 17. Asst. Reg Dec21. 

Lea, Hy, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Builder. Dec 7. Asst. Reg 


Dec 22. 
Lovegrove, Richd, Twyford, Berks, Farmer. Dec 20. Comp. Reg 
Dec 21. 


Manning, Jas Alex, Trinity-ter, Dover-rd, Esq. Dec 19. Comp. Reg 

22 

onntoon Wm, Birm, Manufacturer, Decl. Comp. Reg Dec 24, 

Marshall, Abraham, Calder Vale, nr Todmorden, Lancaster, Cotton 
Manufacturer. Nov 27, Asst. Reg Dec 24, 

Mason, Hy, Hendon, Middx, Horse Dealer. Dec7. Asst. Reg Dec 2I, 

May, Benj, Plymouth, Devon, Hosier. Nov 27. Comp. Reg Dec 22, 

Moles, Robt Jas, Norwich, Hairdresser. Dec 10. Asst. Reg Dec 24. 

Moss, Barnett Matthew, Blomfield-street, Finsbury, Cigar Manufac- 
turer. Dec 4. Comp. Reg Dec 22. 

Murly, John, Bristol, Stock Broker. Nov 22. Comp. Reg Dec 22. 

Reed, Wm, Sheffield, Cabinet Case Maker. Nov 27. Comp. Reg Dec 24. 

Rees, David Hill, Swansea, Glamorgan, Coal Proprietor. Nov 24, 
Asst. Reg Dec 22. 

_ oy = Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Dec 17, Comp. 
e cc 24, 

Reynolds, Tom, Ross, Hereford, Seedsman. Dec 20. Comp. Reg 


Rowe, Robt, Durham, Grocer’s Assistant. Dec 15. Asst. Reg Dec 22. 

Stephenson, John, Oldham, Lancaster, Doctor of Medicine. Nov 29, 
Asst. Reg Dec 24. 

eee, “a Fras, High-st,Camden-town, Builder. Nov 30. Comp, 
Reg Dec 21. 

Stoddard, Harry Fox, Roslyn-cottages, Denmark-st, Camberwell, 
Dealer in Jewellery. Nov27. Comp. Keg Dec 21. 

Sparks, Wm Joseph, Canterbury, Grocer. Dec 18. Comp. Reg Dec 22, 

Spence, Josephus, Middlesborough-on-Tees, York, Hosier. Dec 8, 
Comp. Reg Dec 22. 

Swift, Richd Foord, Woolwich, Grocer, Nov 27. Asst. Reg Dec 24. 

Thompson, Thos, & Edwin Thompson, Westerham, Kent, Grocers, 
Dec 4. Asst. Reg Dec 24. 

Twentyman, John, 4 Jas Robt Twentyman, ered Tyne, Dur. 
ham, Builders. Nov 26. Asst. Reg Dec 
Waddell, Geo, Birm, Posting Master. Dec a Comp. Reg Dec 24. 
Watson, Josiah Jas, and John Fowle Watson, Oxford, Millers. Deo 

20. Comp. Reg Dec 24. 
White, Edwd, Sheffield, Builder. Nov 27. Asst. Reg Dec 24. 
Whiteley, Jas, Lpool, Stationer. Nov 30. Asst. Reg Dec 27. 
— age Frome Selwood, Somerset, Baker. S Nov 27. Asst. 


gz Dec 
Witosok Thos, & Thos Miller Wilcock, Chester, Grocer. Nov 29, 
Asst. Reg Dec 21. 
Wild, Eliza, Derby, Provision Dealer. Dec 4. Asst. Reg Dec 25. 
Wilson, John Crawford, Carter-lane, Mantle Maker. Dec 3, Asst. 
Reg Dec 21. 
BGankrupts. 
Farpay, Dec, 21, 1866, 
To Surrender in London, 
iene Chas Wm, Albert-ter, Hammersmith, out of business. Pet 
Dec 17. Jan3atll. Simpson, Wellington-st, Southwark. 
Brown, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 13. Jan 12 at 12, 
Wood, Basinghall-st. 
Bryant, "Mark, Prisoner for on London. Pet Dec 17 (for pau). Jan 
i4at2. Hall, Coleman 
Bull, Dani, High- st, Poplar, Stationer. Pet Dec 18. Jan 3 at II. 
Munday, Basinghall-st. 


Davy, Hy Cross, ae Gun pene Manufacturer. Pet Dec 14. . 


Jan 14 at 1. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, 

Englefield, Saml, Red-hill, Surrey, Newspaper Reporter. Pet Dee 19. 
Jan 12 at 12. Harrowell, Barge-yd, Backlersbury. 

Goldsmid, Wm Holland, —_ Tne in no business, Pet Dec li, 


Jan 3atll. Lewis & Le 
EHolis , Builder’s Clerk, Pet Deo 


‘ AI esd ee ook 
19, Jan at 12. Nokes & Co, Finch-' ane, 

, Wm Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 18 (for pat). 
Jan 3 at 11, Munday, Basinghall-st, 


a2anneePrePprt ws we eS ell lll! 
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ian i, Hy, Milton-s, Tailor. Pet Dec 17. Jan 14 at 2. Webster, 
1-86. 

, Geo, Lyon’s-mews, Maida-hill, Cab io som gaa Pet Dec 

18. Jan 16 at li. Clarke, St ors 2-a0, Peeing i a a 

e bo 


Abraham, New Broad-st-ct, Timber M a. 
Ifred Arthur y-rd, Hamdealer. Pet Dee 19. 
12, at denna & Nicholson Colle hill, Cannon-st. 
, Wm Jas, Portland-st, mercial-rd, Marine Engineer. 
sr Dec 13. Jan 14 at 12. Sheppard & Riley, Moorgate-st. 
Meriton, Fredk Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Deo 17. 
Jan 3 at 12. Aldridge. 
Palmer, Jas, sen, Stratford, — out of business. Pet Dec 13. Jan 
8 at 2. Weekes, New Boswell “ct. 
lee John, Prisoner for Debt, Reading. Adj Dec 15. Jan 1 at 12. 


Boa Wm Hy gy rd, Kensington, no business. Pet 
Dec 17. Jan 14 at 2. ewis, Ely-pl, Holborn 
Saxoy, Jas, Prisoner for Devt. Winchester. Adj Dec 14, Jan 3at 12, 


Id: 
sh, Pi, Upp Upper Spent Author. Pet Dec 17. Jan 14 at 2. 


Ww 

rae, Joseph, Wloniaces, Deptford, Chandler’s-shop Keeper. Pet 

ao 18. Jan’12 at 11. Dobie, hall-st. 

Stuart, Robt, os Southwark, = Agent. Pet Dec 14. 
Jan8at2. Matthews & Co, Leadenhall: 

Turner, Isaac, Prisoner for Debt, London. "Pot Dec 17 (for pau). Jan 
Sat <> Goa Goaty deonithe 

Yeates, Ed ldsmith’s-row, en ga Maker. Pet Dec 18, 
mn ieab ll. Lewis & Co, Basinghall-st. 

Young, Adam, Marine Hospital, Woolwich, Naval Engineer. Pet 
Dec 19. Jan 16 at 12. Goldrich, Strand. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Baker, Edwd Brookes, pm, Tailor. Pet Dec17. Brighton, Jan 
5at ll, Lamb, Brigh 

Baker, Benj Taylor, Erich, Derby, Saddler. Pet Dec 15, Alfreton, 
Dec 29 at 12, Jessop, Crich. 

Barnard, John, Devizes, Wilts, Chemist. Pet Dec 17. Bristol, Jan 2 
at il. Wittey, Devizes. 

Biddle, Noah, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 17. Worces- 
ter, Jan2at11. Tree, Worcester. 

Bidwell, Jas Byron, Royston, Hertford, Tailor. Pet Dec1l5. Royston, 
Jan2at1l. Thurnall, Royston. 

Boag, Wm, Salford, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet Dec 1%. 
at ll. Marsland. & Addleshaw, Manch. 

Bridgewater, Wm, Northampton, Machinist. Pet Dec 17. 
ton, Jan5at 10. Shoosmith, Northampton. 

Brooks, Amelia, Birm, Fishmonger. Pet Dec 14 (for pau). 
Jan 4 at 10, 

— a Birm, Fishmonger. Pet Dec 14 (for pau). Warwick, 
an 4 at 10. 

Brown, :Chas, Horncastle, Lincoln, Gardener. Pet Dec 15. Horn- 
castle, Jan 1 at 11. Tweed, Horncastle. 

Burnard, Wm Francis, Thame, Oxford, Butcher. Pet Dec 15. Thame, 
Jan 3at1l. Spicer, Great Marlow. 

Butcher, Geo, Blackpool, Lancaster, Builder. Pet Dec 19. Lpool, 
Jan7atll. Wilson, Lpool. 

Butler, Philip, sen, Leamington Priors, Warwick,* Journeyman 
po mag Pet Dec 18 (for pau). Birm, Jan 14 at 12. James & 


Griffin, Birm 

Camp, John Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford. Adj Deci4, Royston, 
Jan 2 at 11,30, 

Cater, Hy Wyatt, Batheaston, Somerset, Farmer. Pet Dec 12. Bath, 
Dec 3lat ll. Bartrum, Bath, 

cm FP Geo, Sudbury, Suffolk, Horse Dealer. Pet Dec 11. 
Jan 7 at 12. Cardinall & Wright, Halstead. 

Cook, Richd, sen, Ordsall, Nottingham, Hosier. Pet Dec 18, East 
Retford, Jan 1 at 10. Marshall, jan, East Retford. 

Drew, Saml, Kingswinford, Stafford, Master Cinder Burner. Pet Dec 
19. Stourbridge, Jan 4 at 10. Collis, Stourbridge. 

Gibbon, Joel, Bedwas, Monmouth, Mason. Pet Dec 18. Newport, 
Jan 5 at il. Goodere, Newport. 

Goldston, Abraham, Hull, York, Tailor, Pet Dec 13. Leeds, Jan 9 at 
12. Sale & Co, Manch. 

Gosling, Wm, Ugborough, Devon, Farmer. Pet Dec 18, Exeter, Jan 
8at1l. Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Gould, Thos, Abbot’s Bromley, Stafford, Saher: Pet Dec 19. 
Uttoxeter, Jan 2at10. Bagshaw, jun, Uttoxete 

Green, John, Northampton, Working Currier. Pet ‘Dec 18, Northamp- 
ton, "Jan 5 ‘at 10. White, Merteanapton. 

Gregory, Thos Jas, Newport, } Innkeeper. Pet Dec 19. 
Bristol, Jan 2 at 11, Bradgate, Newport. 

Griffiths, John, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Pet Dec 11 (for pau). 
Lpool, Jan 2 at 3, 

Harwood, Joice, Sarah Harwood, & Edwd Harwood, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, Milliners. Pet Dec 17. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jan 11 at 12. 
Bush, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Henley, Robt John, Acocks-green, Worcester, Comm Agent. Pet Dec 
13. Solihull, Jan 14at 12. James, Birm 

Hewlson, Thos, Sunderland, Durham, Glassmaker. Pet Dec 18. 

Sat 12, Bell, Sunderland, 

Hilsdon, Chas, Temple gy her , Sawyer. Pet Decl4. Oxford, 
Dec 31 at 10. Thompson, 

John, Plymouth, Devon, Smith. Pet Dec 19, East Stonehouse, 
Balen 11.” Edmonds & Sons. Plymouth. 
Hooghton, Geo, Handsworth, Stafford, Scrap Dealer. Pet Dec 17. 
Birm, Jan 4 at 12. Ebsworth, Wednesbury 

Jones, J Ambrose, Newark-u upon: “Tren, Nottingham, Foreman. 

5 tah vo Newark, ia Jan 2at 1 Aubley, Newark. 

. Llanfy mery, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 12. Lian- 
alin, Jan 10 “) il, ‘Pugh, Elanfyviin, es 
bert, Newoastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Pet Dec 19. 
ewes Jen ‘Sat 10, Clavering, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
lerk. Pet Dec 17. 


(eo, Choriton-upon Medlock, Manch, 
sofa i Farrington, Manch. 
ieee Shoemaker, Pet Dec 5. Swansea, 


se 16 at 12. eee ® & Co, Old Jewry-chambe: 


Jan 3 at 


Manch, Jan 14 
Northamp- 


Warwick, 


Sudbury, 





Jan 





Lucas, John W., Birm, poten Pet Dec 18. Birm, Jan 11 at 12, 
Green, Birm. 

Lynn, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 15. 
Newcastle. upon-Tyne, Jan il at 12. Keenlyside & Forster, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Malpass, John, Burslem, Stafford, Beerseller. Pet Dec 15. Congleton, 
Dec 29 at 3. Sutton, Burslem. 

Maycock, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 14. Manch, 
Jan 4 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 

Metcalfe, Matthews, Stanwix, Cumberland, Comm Agent. Pet Dec 
15. Carlisle, Jan 2 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Palmer, Thos, sen, Prisoner for Debt, Warwick. Pet Dec 18 (for pau). 
Warwick, Jan 8 at3. Kirby, Coventry. 

Parfitt, wm Saunders, Devizes, Wilts, Engineer. Pet Dec 17. Bristol, 
Jan 2 at 11. Wittey, Devizes. 

my oy saa Birm, Ropemaker. Pet Dec 14 (for pau). Warwick, 

‘an 4 at 

Peart, John Straw, Spilsby, no business, Pet Dec 15. Spilsby, Jan 1 
at ll. Walker, Alfo 

mers Wm, Lpool, out of employment. Pet Dec 12. Lpool, Jan 

4at3. Grocott, Lpool. 

Revell, Joseph, Dukinfield, Chester, Plasterer. Pet Dec 15. Manch, 
Jan 14ati2. Atkinson & Co, 

Robson, Thos, Whitehaven, Cumberland, out of I ee Pet Dec 
17, Whitehaven, Jan 4 at 10. Mason, Whiteha’ 

Saunders, Geo Thos, Luton, Bedford, out of basins. Pet Dec 17. 
Luton, Jan} at 10. Shepherd, Luton. 

Savile, Geo, Bestwood Park, Nottingham, Farmer. Pet Dec 13 (for 
pau). Nottingham, Jan 2 at 11. ving A & Everall, Nottingham. 
Smith, Chas Hindley, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Adj Dec 12. Not- 

tingham, Janlatil. Maples, Nottingham. 

Spiers, Marcus, Southampton, General Outfitter. a Dec 17. South- 
hampton, Jan 16 at 12. Mackey, Southampto: 

Standen, Grace, Brighton, Sussex, Laundress. Pet Deo 18. Brighton, 
Jan5atll. Lamb, Brighton. 

Stevenson, Wm, jun, Wednesbury, Stafford, Builder. Pet Dec 17. 
Birm, Dec 31 at 12. Woodward, Wednesbury 

Taylor, Hy, Almondbury, nr Huddersfield, out i of business. Pet Dec 

19, eds, Jan 3 at 11. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Taylor, John, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Pet Dec 18. Birm, 
Jan 15 at ill. Ashwell, Nottingham 

Thomas, Jas, St Teath. Cornwall, Labourer. Pet Dec!7. Camelford, 
Dec 28at3. Male, Camelford. 

Todd, Joseph, Tilehurst, Berks, Servant. Pet Dec 15. Reading, Jan 
12 at 10. Slocombe, Reading 

Towers, Thos, Knipton, ene, Carpenter. Pet Dec'l9. Grantham, 
Jan 5atil. Malin, Grantham. 

Underwood, Alfred, Northampton, Grindery Dealer. Pet Dec 19. 
Northampton, Jan 5at 10. White, Northampton. 

Unsworth, Jas, Tyldesley, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. Pet Dec 18. 
Manch, Jan 7 at il. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 

Vanderkiste, Robt John, Prisoner for a Walton. Pet Dec 6 (for 
pau). Lpool, Jan 2 at 3. ee ag ov a 

Watson, Geo, Sunderland, Durham, Telegraphic Engineer. Pet Dec 
18. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jan 8 at !2. Oliver, Sunderland. 

Wheeler, Jas, Haylands, nr Hyde, Isle of Wight, Grocer. Pet Dec 17. 
Newport, Jan 2 at ll. Joyce, Newport. 

Wilkinson, Richd, Prisoner for Debt, a emeaa tae Adj Dec 
12. Kingston-upon- Hull, Jan 3 at 1. 

Williams, Chas Alex, Carnhell Green, Gwinear, Cornwall, Seed Dealer. 
Pet Dec 14. Redruth, Dec 29 at 11. Holloway, Redruth. 

Woodhall Thos, Elland, York, Journeyman Plumber. Pet Dec 17. 
Halifax, Jan4at 10. Haigh, Huddersfield. 

Yates, Jas, Hanley, Stafford, Butcher. Pet Dec 17, Hanley, Jan 19 
at 1. Tennant, Hanley. 

TwEsDay, Dec. 25, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 

Atwood, Wm, High-st, Vauxhaill-cross, Wood Dealer. Pet Dec 22. 
Jan7atl. Daniels & Co, Fore-st. 

Austin, Stephen, Snow-hill, Coffeehouse Keeper, Adj Dec 19. Jan7 
at ll. Aldridge. 

Avann, John Fowler, Canterbury, Wool Merchant. Adj Dec 20, Jan 
l4atll. Aldridge. 

ery i” City-rd, Newspaper Agent. Adj Dec 19. Jan7 
at! A 

Butcher, Geo, & Sydney Jas Butcher, Northern Wharf, York-rd, 
King’s-cross, Coal Merchants. Pet Dec 19. Jan 12 at 12. Webb, 
Euston-rd. 

Button, haa Belvedere, Erith, Kent, Builder. Dec 19. Jan 7 at 12. 


on ri 
aah Danl, Greenwich, Hosier. Pet Dec 21. Jan l6at 1. 

Ch alk, Moorgate-st. 

Cornell. "Saml, Toriano-avenue, Kentish-town, Coachman. Pet Dec 
20, Jan i2atl. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-place, Holborn. 

Dixon, Reginald, Loudoun-place, Brixton, no occupation. Pet Dec 22, 
Jan 22at1. Newman, Bucklersbury. 

Francis, Joseph, St John’s-ter, Walham-green, Baker. Pet Deo 17. 
Jan 12 at 1). Empson, Moorgate-st. 

Glover, Wm Howard, Eton-st, Primrose-hill, Composer. Pet Dec 22. 
Jan7at!. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-place, Holborn. 

Graham, Geo, Stockwell-ter, Clapham-rd, Milliner. Pet Deo 21. 
Tatil. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry. 

Hilder, Arthur, Penge, Surrey, yg OR Pet Dec 17. Jan 2 at 11, 
Daniel, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Johnson, Edwin Orfeur, Gt Yarmouth, Builder. Pet Dec 21, Jan7 
atl. Dubois & Maynard, Agents for Diver, Gt Yarmouth. 

rs Chas Hy, Edward-st, Portman-sq, Surveyor. Pet Dec 20. 

12at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

sisteae Wm Hy, Stainton-p!, B!ue Anchor-rd, Bermondsey, Clerk. 
Pet Dec 21, Jan 12atl. Sydney & yaney, corer on” oye done, 

Mayall, Thos Jefferson, Jas Symes, Jones, 
& Alex Kirkland, Pownal!-rd, Dalston, Orndie-tee 
Pet Dec 11. Jan 16 at ll, Peek & Do 

Midgley, Joseph, Westminster-bridge-rd, Lambeth, ga Vie- 

tualler. Pet Dec 2i. Jan l6at2. Plimsaul, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Milner, Wm, New Barnet, Herts, Beershop Keeper. Pet Dec 17, Jan 

ll atl. Hall, Coleman-street. 


Jan 
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Nainby, Wm, Lime-st, Merchant. Pet Dec 18. Jan 12 at 12, Fresh- 
field & Co, Bank-buildings. 

Page, Wm, Bridge-ter, Kensal-green, Carpenter. Pet Dec 19. Jan 
16 at 12. Wright, Dary-st, St James’s. 

} » Montague-st, Carpenter. Pet Dec 20, 

Jan 12 at 1. Bickley, Bouverie-st. 

Peakome, Elizabeth Appleton, Lower Norwood, Spinster. Pet Dec 22, 
Jan 9atil. Winter rd-row. 

Peek, Fredc John, Folkestone, Kent, no profession. Pet Dec 20. Jan 
7 at 12. Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Pothecary, Geo, Fisherton Anger, Wilts, out of business. Pet Dec 22, 
Jan l5atll. Taylor, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Read, Jas, jun, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Dec 19. Jan 7 at 12. 


Aldri 

Self, ae Neer Church, Woolwich, Painter. Pet Dec 20. Jan7 at 11. 
Brown, a l-st. 

Ulyate, John, Southend, Essex, Bootmaker. Jan 12 at11. Beard, 
Basinghall-st. 

Wallach, Abraham, Hackney-rd, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Dec 20, 

Jan 12at 1, Murray, Gt St Helen’s. 

Wareham Hy, Colehill, Dorset, Cattle Dealer. Pet Dec 20. Jan 16 at 

Peacock, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Wilson, Jas, Weymouth-st, New Kent-rd, Coffeehouse Keeper. Pet 

Dec 18, Jan i6at1l. Wright, Chancery-lane, 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Alexander, Geo, Manch, Merchant. Pet Dec2l. Manch, Jan 21 at 
ll. Stead, Manch. 

Ayers, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj Decl7. Deal, Jan5 


at 12. 

Biddlescombe, John, & Thos Duffin, Newport, Isle of Wight, Boot- 
makers. Pet Dec21. Newport,Jan7at1l. Joyce, Newport. 

Bona, Evan, Mountain Ash, Glamo’ » Bootmaker. Pet Dec 22, 
Bristol, Jan 5 at il. Rosser, Abe! 

Carroll, ‘Anthony, Holyhead, Anglesey, Sateen. Pet Dec 19. 
Llangefni, Jan 8at1l, Williams, Carnarvo 

Barbis, Emily, Prisoner for Debt, Cornwall, "Adj Dec ll. Bodmin, 
Jan 5 at 11. 

= Edwd sma ong Warehouse Clerk, Pet Decil. Birm, Jan 

4at 10. Parry, B 

Crinean, Margaret Cropper, Bristol, no business. Pet Dec 20. Bristol, 
Jan 18 at 12. Glyde. 

Crinean, Frances Georgina Antionette, a for Debt, Bristol. 
Adj Dec 18 (for pau). Bristol, Jan 18 at! 

Edmonds, Alfred, Birm, Journeyman Teuthenher. Pet Dec 5. Birm, 
Jan 4 at 10. , Birm 

Ellis, Thos, Llandu’ 10, Carnarvon, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet Dec 
18. Conway, Dec 28 at 12. Williams, Llandudno. 

Forster, Wm, Corbridge, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 20, 

Hexham, Jan 8 at12. Taylor, Hexham. 

Freeman, Sam! Richards, & Abraham Grundy, Manch, Engineers. 
Pet Dec 18. Manch, Jan17at12. Slater & Barling, Manch, 

Geall, Ebenezer, & Wm Geall, Keymer, Sussex, Carters. Pet Dec 18. 
Cuckfield, Jan 7 at 11. Lamb, Brighton, 

Gledhill, Geo, Rochdale, Lancaster, Organ Builder. PetDec22. Roch- 
dale, Jan 10 at ll. J. & H. Standring, Rochdale. 

Handcocks, Thos, Tupsley, Hereford, Cattle Dealer. 
Hereford, Jan 15 at 10. Carless, jun, Hereford. 

Harris, Chas, Bitton, Gloucester, Farmer. Pet Dec 18, Bristol, Jan 


18 at 12. Benson. 
i , Saml, Halifax, out of business. Pet Dec 21. Leeds 
Pet Dec 22. Lpool, Jan 8 at 


Pet Dec 22. 


y: 
Jan7atil. Wavell & Co, Halifax. 
Jones, Thos, Rhyd, peaeree, Farmer. 
12, Evans & Co, Lpo: 
a Jas a joan, , See Pet Dec 21. 
aget, L 
Leese, John, por idagrove, Stafford, Draper. Pet Dec 13. Birm, Jan 11 
at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm. 
Longhorn, Hy, Whitgift, York, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet Dec 14. 
Goole, Jan 2at1l, Jennings, ‘Snaith 
Lord, John, Oadby, Leicester, Hosier. Pet Dec 22. Birm, Jan 14 at 
12, Petty, Leicester. 
Wm, Jun, Widnes, Lancaster, Clothier. Pet Dec 21. St 
Helen’s, Jan 9 at 3. Parker, Lpool. 
ye ge A = Rye, Sussex, Market Gardener. Adj Dec 14. Lewes, 
an 
Morris, Saml, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hotel Keeper. Pet Dec 19. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jan 8 at 11.30. Hoyle & Co, Newcastle-upon- 


Nield, Edwd, Manch, Yarn Agent. Pet Dec 18. Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne, Jan 11 at 12, Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch, 

Parry, Richd, Bryngwynbach, on, Pet Dec 17. 
Carnarvon, Jan 7 at 10, Turner. 

Proudlove, ay me Stafford, Butcher. Pet Dec19. Stoke-upon- 
Trent, Jan Adderley, Longton. 

— ke Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. ‘Adj Dec 4 (for pau). Bristol, 
‘an 

Saywell, John, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Pet Dec 20, Birm, Jan 15 
at il. Heath, Nottingham. 

Smith, ie, Birm, Carpenter. Pet Dec 3. Birm, Jan 4 at 10. 


Parry, Bi 
Speight, Thos, Kirkland, Westmorland, Butcher. Pet Dec 20, Ken- 
, Jan 4at10. Thomson, Kendal, 
John Hutchinson, South Cave, York, Saddler. Pet Dec 20. 
, Jan 5at12. Turner, Lairgate. 
Spotland, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Pet Dec 21, 
Jan8ati2. Standring, Rochdale. 
, Edwd Griffin, tae Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Dec 22. Bris- 
tol, ‘an 18 at 12, Shipto 
Robt Widdus, Gatton sag oy agg out of business. Pet 
Dec 12, Birm, Jan 4 at 10. Parry, Bi 
, Tom, Branham, York, lenbeipen. Pet Dee 18. Tadcaster, 
Pet Dec 20. Stone, 


‘at 1. Harle, i 
rd, Innkeeper. 
Pet Dec 20, 


Lpool, Jan 5 at 11. 


pe oo, Stonefield, Staff: 

Jan 7 at 10. Robinson, Stafford. 

Turner, John, Wellington, Hereford, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Hereford, Jan 8 at 10. Garrcld & Meadows, Here 





Way, ama, Derby, out of bosiness. Pot Deo 19, " Dechy, 
1 A 
:  eeaeeel for Debt, Carnarvon, 

Carnarvon, Jan 4 at | 

— — MT for Debt, Chester. Adj Dec 10, 
an ll at! 

Wheeler, Jas, Darlaston, Stafford, Miner, Pet Dec19. Wal 
at12. Sheldon, Wednesbury. 

Wild, Alex, Rochdale, Lancaster, Organ Builder, Pet Dec 22, 
dale, Jan 10at1l. Standring, Rochdale, 

Wilson, Isaac, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, out of 
Pet Dec 21. Newark, Jan 16 at 3. Belk, Nottingham, 

Woakes, Harcourt Laurence, Worcester, Merdhenbe Pet 
Birm, Jan 14at12. Wilson, Worcester. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Dec. 21, 1866. 
Penny, Wm. Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Printer. Dec 18. 


, Still, John, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq, Licensed Victualler, 
Torspay, Dec, 25, 1866. 

Kell, David, Lincoln, Miller. Dec 17. 

—_ aan & Wm Pratt, Pudsey, York, Shoddy Manuf 


Rogan, Pierce Anthony, Prisoner for Debt, London. Dec 21, a 








( N RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE. SOC 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their cli 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Re 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 
‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the 
form :— 
PxorosaL ror Loan on MoRTGAGES, 
Date...... 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i. ¢., whether for a term ¢ 
annual or other payments) ta 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land ws 
ings, state the net annual income) 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
: F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and § 


IRST CLASS SUNDAY PAPER.-~ @ 
OBSERVER, established 1791, contains the fullest 

every event of importance that occurs on the Saturday, together ’ 
complete epitome of the news of the previous days. For the latest( 
and telegraphic information, as well as for original articles i 
subject of public interest, The Observer has always been d gui 
In can be obtained in the “country by the early trains on Sunday : 
Price, unstamped, 5d.; stamve) . 6d.—Office, 170, Strand. ‘ 


CASES TO HOLD THE NUMBERS 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNA 


WEEKLY REPORTER 


CAN BE HAD AT THE OFFICE, 
OR THROUGH ANY BOOKSELLER, 
Price 3s. 6d. and 7s, 6d. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of twon 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and 
to Sterling Silver, Fiddle Pattern, Thread, 
a @. £8. £3. 4. 
110 Oand1 18 0 280 
1 0 Oand! 10 0 ] 
110 Oand1 18 0 











Table Forks, per d0z...... 
Dessert ditto .....seceese 
Table Spoons .......eseee 
Dessert ditto .......0.6.. 1 0 Oand1 10 0 1 
Tea Spoons .osesssesee 012 OandO 18 0 

Every Article for the ‘Table asin Silver, A Sample Tea Spe 
warded on receir*t of 20 stam’ 

RICHARD & JOHN "SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


QILACK’S. FENDER AND FIRE- IRON WAR 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, ger Spm goed - 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., w 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d, to 50s.; Fire tay 2s, 6d. to 208. 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. set of six. ar 
Forks, 8s, per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 73, 6d. Tea 
6s, 6d. setof three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. @ 
with plated knob, 5s. 6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d, A set of Kit 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been cclevrated for 50 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen, White Bone k 
and Forks, 8s, 9d, and 12s,; Black Horn ditto, 8s, and 10s, 
rani 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed li 

chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350drawin 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, ; 
gery,&c. Maybe had ‘gratis or post free, , Every article n 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has! 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered ¢ 


per rail. 
RICHARD & JOTIN SLACK, 236, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House, 








